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MEMORANDUM 


March  14,  2000 


TO:  Case  File  1999.442E  Executive  Park  Development  Plan 

FROM:         Diane  Wong,  Environmental  Planner  /QU-O 
RE:  Addendum  to  the  Final  Supplemental  EIR 

Revisions  to  Description  of  Project  Location,  Assessor's  Blocks  and  Lots 

Revisions  to  Child  Care  Component 

On  December  2,  1999,  the  Planning  Commission  certified  a  Final  Supplemental  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (Final  SEIR)  for  the  Executive  Park  Development  Plan.  The  Final  SEIR 
described  the  project  location  both  in  terms  of  local  streets  and  in  terms  of  Assessor's  Blocks 
and  Lots.  The  description  in  the  last  paragraph  on  page  4,  in  Section  III.  Project  Description 
in  the  Final  SEIR,  and  in  the  last  paragraph  on  page  S.2  in  the  Summary,  lists  the  Assessor's 
Blocks  and  Lots  as  "...portions  of  Lots  75,  85,  86,  and  88/90  of  Assessor's  Block  4991,  and 
Lots  24,  61,  and  65  of  Assessor's  Block  153."  This  listing  is  incorrect  and  should  be  changed. 
Lots  24,  61,  and  65  are  south  of  Alana  Way,  but  are  located  in  Assessor's  Block  4991  in  San 
Francisco;  Block  153  is  a  San  Mateo  County  designation  for  the  portion  of  the  site  bounded  by 
the  San  Francisco/San  Mateo  County  line,  Harney  Way  and  the  U.S.  101  freeway  right-of- 
way.  Finally,  Lot  74  in  San  Francisco's  Assessor's  Block  4991  was  inadvertently  omitted 
from  the  listing.  Thus,  the  quoted  text  should  read  as  follows: 

"...  Lots  24,  61,  65,  74,  75,  85,  86  and  88/90  in  Assessor's  Block  4991  in  San 
Francisco,  and  Lot  5-153-030  in  San  Mateo  County." 

The  Project  Description  and  the  environmental  impact  analyses  include  10,000  gross  square 
feet  (gsf)  for  a  child  care  center  among  the  planned  new  uses  for  Executive  Park.  This  child 
care  center  is  now  proposed  to  be  13,240  gsf,  to  coincide  with  requirements  in  Planning  Code 
Sections  314-314.8.  Other  land  uses  remain  as  described  in  the  Project  Description  and  on 
Table  1  on  page  9  of  the  Final  SEIR. 

Section  31.35  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  states  that  proposed  changes  to  a 
project  must  be  re-evaluated  and  that,  "if  on  the  basis  of  such  reevaluation,  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  determines  that  there  could  be  no  substantial  change  in  the  environmental  effects 
of  the  project  as  a  result  of  such  modification,  this  determination  and  the  reasons  therefore 
shall  be  noted  in  the  case  record,  and  no  further  evaluation  shall  be  required  by  this  Chapter." 
This  memorandum,  which  discusses  the  effects  associated  with  the  modifications  to  the 
description  of  the  project  location,  is  analogous  to  an  EIR  Addendum,  as  described  in  State 
CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15164. 


Case  File  1999. 442E  Executive  Park  Development  Plan 
March  14,  2000 
Page  2 

The  proposed  change  to  pages  4  and  S.2  of  the  Final  SEIR  to  provide  the  correct  Assessor's 
Blocks  and  Lots  would  not  change  the  project  described  and  evaluated  in  the  document.  The 
location  was  identified  not  only  by  Assessor's  parcel  numbers,  but  also  by  local  streets  that 
bound  the  project  site  and  in  graphics  showing  the  precise  location  of  the  project  site. 
Therefore,  there  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  the  error  in  listing  the  parcel  numbers  created  any 
confusion  as  to  the  project  location.  Lot  74  contains  landscaping  and  parking  adjacent  to 
existing  Office  Building  1  on  the  Executive  Park  site.  The  existing  parking  spaces  on  this  Lot 
were  included  in  the  transportation  and  land  use  analyses;  therefore,  the  conclusions  in  the 
SEIR  would  not  change  with  the  above  text  revision. 

The  proposed  increase  in  child  care  space  by  3,240  gross  square  feet  would  not  create 
environmental  impacts  different  from  those  analyzed  and  presented  in  the  Final  SEIR.  The 
transportation  analysis  shows  that  about  70%  of  the  p.m.  peak  hour  person  trips  from  the 
center  would  be  internal  to  Executive  Park,  as  employees  or  residents  of  the  project  would  be 
most  likely  to  use  the  facility.  The  additional  3,240  gsf  would  generate  about  6  or  7  additional 
p.m.  peak  hour  vehicle  trips,  an  approximately  0.3%  increase  in  the  total  p.m.  peak  hour 
vehicle  trips  expected  to  be  generated  by  the  project  (see  Table  3,  FSEIR  page  50).  This 
increase  would  not  be  noticeable  on  the  transportation  system,  and  would  not  create  substantial 
increases  in  air  emissions  or  traffic-related  noise. 

Based  on  this  evaluation,  the  Planning  Department  has  concluded  that  no  new  significant 
impacts  would  result  from  the  project,  no  important  changes  in  circumstances  involving 
potential  significant  impacts  have  occurred  since  the  SEIR  was  certified,  and  no  new 
information  has  come  to  light  that  would  indicate  the  potential  for  new  significant  impacts  not 
discussed  in  the  SEIR.  Therefore,  no  further  evaluation  is  required  pursuant  to  Administrative 
Code  Section  31.35  and  no  Supplemental  or  Subsequent  EIR  is  needed  pursuant  to  State  CEQA 
Guidelines  Sections  15162  and  15163. 


•      CERTIFICATION  MOTION 


File  No.  1999.442E 
Executive  Park  Development  Plan 
Assessor's  Block  4991,  Lots  75,  85,  86 
and  88/90;  Assessor's  Block  153,  Lots 
24,  61,  and  65 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PLANNING  COMMISSION 
MOTION  NO.  14935 

ADOPTING  FINDINGS  RELATED  TO  THE  CERTIFICATION  OF  A  FINAL  SUPPLEMENTAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  FOR  A  PROPOSAL  TO  CONSTRUCT  THE  BALANCE 
OF  A  PREVIOUSLY  AUTHORIZED  MIXED-USE  DEVELOPMENT,  KNOWN  AS  THE 
EXECUTIVE  PARK  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN,  TO  INCLUDE  OFFICE,  RETAIL,  RESTAURANT, 
HEALTH  CLUB,  DAY  CARE  CENTER,  PARKING,  HOTEL,  AND  RESIDENTIAL  USES,  WITHIN 
THE  AREA  GENERALLY  BOUNDED  BY  U.S.  HIGHWAY  101  TO  THE  WEST,  HARNEY  WAY 
TO  THE  SOUTH,  JAMESTOWN  AVENUE  TO  THE  EAST,  AND  BAYVIEW  HILL  TO  THE 
NORTH,  IN  THE  SOUTH  BAYSHORE  AREA  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO. 

MOVED,  That  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission  (hereinafter  "Commission")  hereby 
CERTIFIES  the  Final  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Report  (SEIR)  identified  as  case  file  No. 
1999.442E:  Executive  Park  Development  Plan,  (hereinafter  "Project")  based  upon  the  following  findings: 

1)  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  acting  through  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department 
(hereinafter  "Department")  fulfilled  all  procedural  requirements  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
(Cal.  Pub.  Res.  Code  Section  21000  et  seq..  hereinafter  "CEQA"),  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines  (Cal.  Admin. 
Code  Title  14,  Section  15000  et.  seq.,  (hereinafter  "CEQA  Guidelines")  and  Chapter  31  of  the  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code  (hereinafter  "Chapter  31"). 

a.  On  October  17,  1985,  the  Planning  Commission  certified  a  Final  SEIR,  Executive  Park 
Development  Plan  Amendment  Final  Subsequent  Environmental  Impact  Report  (Case  No.  81.197E).  for  a 
phased  mixed-use  development  which  included  1.6  million  square  feet  of  office  space,  a  350-room  hotel 
totaling  234,000  square  feet,  50,000  square  feet  of  retail  and  restaurant  space,  600  dwelling  units  totaling 
425,000  square  feet,  and  about  5,270  parking  spaces.  The  approved  program  amended  a  development 
program  approved  in  1976. 

b.  The  Planning  Department  prepared  an  EIR  Addendum,  dated  February  13,  1992,  that  reviewed 
modification  of  the  residential  component  of  the  project.  Such  modification  included  changing  the 
composition  of  the  600  residential  units  from  predominantly  studios  and  one-bedroom  units  to  predominantly 
multi-bedroom  units;  increasing  the  residential  floor  area  from  425,000  square  feet  to  approximately  850.000 
square  feet;  and  adding  a  health  club/restaurant  of  35,000  square  feet  and  a  day  care  center  of  10.000  square 
feet.  The  EIR  Addendum  concluded  that  no  new  significant  impacts  would  result  from  these  modifications. 

c.  The  Department  determined  that  a  Supplemental  EIR  was  required  to  continue  build-out  under 
the  Executive  Park  Development  Plan,  in  light  of  changes  in  circumstances  subsequent  to  certification  of  the 
prior  EIR.  The  SEIR  supplements  information  and  analysis  contained  in  the  prior  EIR  and  Addendum.  It 
updates  the  description  of  existing  conditions,  and  re-assesses  impacts  for  impact  areas  with  changed 
methodologies  and  baseline  conditions,  including  transportation,  air  quality,  and  noise.  The  SEIR  also 
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assesses  proposed  modifications  to  the  project  conditions  of  approval  and  includes  a  future  analysis  year 
beyond  that  included  in  the  original  EIR. 

d.  On  July  31,  1999,  the  Department  published  the  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 
Report  (hereinafter  "DSEIR")  and  provided  public  notice  in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation  of  the 
availability  of  the  DSEIR  for  public  review  and  comment  and  of  the  date  and  time  of  the  City  Planning 
Commission  public  hearing  on  the  DSEIR;  this  notice  was  mailed  to  the  Department's  list  of  persons 
requesting  such  notice. 

e.  Notices  of  availability  of  the  DSEIR  and  of  the  date  and  time  of  the  public  hearing  were  posted 
near  the  project  site  on  or  around  July  31,  1999. 

f.  On  July  31,  1999  copies  of  the  DSEIR  were  mailed  or  otherwise  delivered  to  a  list  of  persons 
requesting  it,  to  those  noted  on  the  distribution  list  in  the  DSEIR  and  in  the  project  file,  to  adjacent  property 
owners,  to  City  agencies,  and  to  the  State  Clearinghouse. 

g.  Notice  of  Completion  was  filed  with  the  State  Secretary  of  Resources  via  the  State  Clearinghouse 
on  or  immediately  after  July  31,  1999. 

2)  The  Commission  held  a  duly  advertised  public  hearing  on  said  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental 
Impact  Report  on  September  2,  1999  at  which  opportunity  for  public  comment  was  given,  and  public 
comment  was  received  on  the  DSEIR.  The  period  for  acceptance  of  written  comments  ended  on  September 
14,  1999. 

3)  The  Department  prepared  responses  to  comments  on  environmental  issues  received  at  the  public  hearing 
and  in  writing  during  the  45-day  public  review  period  for  the  DSEIR,  prepared  revisions  to  the  text  of  the 
DSEIR  in  response  to  comments  received  or  based  on  additional  information  that  became  available  during  the 
public  review  period,  and  corrected  errors  in  the  DSEIR.  This  material  was  presented  in  a  "Draft  Summary 
of  Comments  and  Responses"  published  on  November  18,  1999,  distributed  to  the  Commission  and  to  all 
parties  who  commented  on  the  DSEIR,  and  was  available  to  others  upon  request  at  Department  offices. 

4)  The  Final  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Report  consists  of  the  Draft  Supplemental 
Environmental  Impact  Report,  any  consultations  and  comments  received  during  the  review  process,  any 
additional  information  that  became  available,  and  the  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  all  as  required 
by  law. 

5)  Project  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Report  files  have  been  made  available  for  review  by  the 
Commission  and  the  public.  These  files  are  available  for  public  review  at  the  Department  offices  at  1660 
Mission  Street,  and  are  part  of  the  record  before  the  Commission. 

6)  On  December  2,  1999,  the  Commission  reviewed  and  considered  the  Final  Supplemental 
Environmental  Impact  Report  and  found  that  the  contents  of  said  report  and  the  procedures  through  which  the 


1999.442E  EIP  10215-00 

  yj   

EXECUTIVE  PARK  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN  SEIR  DECEMBER  2,  1999 


Certification  Motion 


SAN  FRANCISCO  PLANNING  COMMISSION 


File  No.  1999.442E 

Executive  Park  Development  Plan 

Assessor's  Block  4991,  Lots  75,  85,  86 

and  88/90;  Assessor's  Block  153,  Lots 

24,  61,  and  65 

Motion  No.  14935 

Page  3 


Final  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Report  was  prepared,  publicized  and  reviewed  comply  with  the 
provisions  of  CEQA,  the  CEQA  Guidelines  and  Chapter  31. 

7)  The  City  Planning  Commission  hereby  does  find  that  the  Final  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 
Report  concerning  File  No.  1999.442E:  Executive  Park  Development  Plan  reflects  the  independent  judgment 
and  analysis  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  is  adequate,  accurate  and  objective,  and  that  the 
Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  contains  no  significant  revisions  to  the  Draft  Supplemental 
Environmental  Impact  Report,  and  hereby  does  CERTIFY  THE  COMPLETION  of  said  Final  Supplemental 
Environmental  Impact  Report  in  compliance  with  CEQA  and  the  CEQA  Guidelines. 

8)  The  Commission,  in  certifying  the  completion  of  said  Final  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 
Report,  hereby  does  find  that  the  project  described  in  the  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Report, 
including  the  Residential  Variant,  will  have  the  following  significant  unavoidable  environmental  impacts, 
which  cannot  be  mitigated  to  a  level  of  insignificance: 

a.  Project-specific  effects  related  to  traffic.  As  a  result  of  Phase  2  construction  of  the  project, 
project  traffic  will  cause  the  level  of  service  (LOS)  to  deteriorate  from  D  to  E  on  southbound  U.S.  Highway 
101,  north  of  Interstate  380. 

b.  Considerable  contributions  to  cumulative  traffic  impacts  in  the  year  2015  at  nearby  freeways, 
ramps  and  local  intersections.  By  2015,  traffic  volumes  in  the  vicinity  will  increase  substantially  due  to  new 
development  in  San  Francisco  and  Brisbane.  All  study  on-ramps  and  freeway  mainline  locations  and  five  of 
the  seven  study  intersections  will  operate  at  an  unacceptable  LOS  F,  with  substantial  queues  backing  up  from 
the  on-ramps  onto  the  local  roadways.  The  project's  contribution  to  such  effects  will  be  considerable. 

c.  Considerable  contributions  to  regional  and  cumulative  emissions  of  criteria  air  pollutants. 
Project-related  traffic  will  result  in  regional  operational  emissions  exceeding  significance  thresholds 
established  by  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District.  Because  the  project  individually  will  be 
expected  to  have  an  unavoidable  significant  impact  on  regional  emissions,  the  project  will  also  be  considered 
to  contribute  significantly  to  cumulative  air  quality  impacts. 

I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Motion  was  ADOPTED  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  at  its 
regular  meeting  of  December  2,  1999. 


Linda  Avery 
Commission  Secretary 


AYES:  Commissioners  Theoharis,  Antenore,  Joe,  Mills,  Richardson 

NOES:  None 

ABSENT:  Commissioners  Chinchilla,  Martin 

ADOPTED:  December  2,  1999 
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PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco      1660  Mission  Street      San  Francisco,  CA  94103-2414 

(415)  558  6378     planning  commission    administration    current  planning /zoning    long  range  planning 
fax:  558-6409  fax:  558-6426  fax:  558-6409  fax:  558-6426 


MEMORANDUM 
December  2,  1999 


TO:  File  1999. 442E,  Executive  Park  Development  Plan  SEIR 

FROM:         Diane  C.  Wong,  Environmental  Planner 
RE:  Comment  Letter  Dated  September  13,  1999 

The  attached  comment  letter  from  the  Bayview  Hunters  Point  Project  Area  Committee  was 
inadvertently  omitted  from  the  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  on  the  Executive  Park 
Development  Plan  Draft  Supplemental  EIR.  The  omission  was  announced  to  the  Planning 
Commission  at  its  meeting  of  December  2,  1999,  under  the  agenda  item  for  certification  of  the 
Final  SEIR.  Planning  Department  staff  explained  that  the  letter  had  been  reviewed,  and  that 
while  it  raised  concerns  about  the  proposed  project,  no  specific  concerns  or  criticisms  about 
the  Draft  SEIR  analysis  were  offered.  Staff  determined  that  the  letter  raised  no  new  issues  not 
already  addressed  in  the  Draft  SEIR  or  in  responses  to  other  comments  on  the  Draft  SEIR. 
The  Commission  agreed  that  the  letter  should  be  attached  to  the  Certification  Motion  and  that 
no  additional  response  was  required. 
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liualeK  Point  Project  Area  Committee  (P AC) 

September  13,  1999 


Department  of  City  Planning 
Environmental  Review  Officer 
1 660  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 03-24 14 

ATTENTION:  Environmental  Review  Officer 

Planning  Department  File  No!  1999.442E 

Dear  Environmental  Revj  sw  Officer: 

This  letter  is  to  let  you  knpw  that  we  the  Bayview  Hunters  Point 
Project  Area  Committee  were  not  officially  involved  and/or 
participated  in  the  development  and  discussions  of  the  Supplemental 
ELR  for  Executive  Park. 

Because  we  were  not  notified  that  there  would  be  a  supplemental  EIR 
we  wesc  unable  to  give  initial  input  on  the  health,  environmental, 
employment,  housing,  land  use  anrf  the  myriad  issues  rhar  we  need  to 
be  involved  as  residents  of  94124.  Over  90%  of  the  project  will  be 
built  and  will  affect  the  daily  lives  of  the  residents  of  94124  That 
happens  to  be  us. 

There  are  many  issues  that  need  to  be  discussed.  A  few  of  our 
concerns  are: 
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The  sheer  massiveness  of  the  Projea 
The  sewage  issue 

The  lack  of  affordable  housing  in  the  Project 
The  increased  traffic  congestion 

Neither  the  Planning  Department's  Environmental  Review 
employees  nor  the  developers  have  come  to  a  B  VHP 
Housing  Committee  and/or  Land  Use  Committee  meeting 
to  discuss  this  issue 

Employment  opportunities  for  residents  of  94 1 24 
The  density  of  the  project 

The  impact  of  such  a  massive  development  on  the  Health 
and  Environment  of  our  fragile  94124  neighborhood 
residents 

The  expansion  of  Harness  Way 
The  building  of  Fitch  Bridge 
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1 1  Availability  of  child  care  slots  for  94 1 24  children  in  the  proposed  childcare 
center 

12  Barking  issue 


Because  the  following  wording  can  be  found  tin  the  EIR: 
In  Section  B-  Project  Description  | 

Pg.  S  4  .    to  amend  the  South  BayJbore  Area  Plan  of  the  General  Plan. 
In  Section  C  Mais  Environment^  Effects 

Lund  Use.  Plans  antf  Zoning 

Pg  S  6       require  amendments  to  the  South  Bay  shore  Area  Plan  ... 

We  are  asking  thar^ny  decisions  by  the  Depajtmem  and/or  the  Commission  be  delayed 
until  we  in  the  community  are  given  the  opportunity  to  listen  to  the  developers  and  have 
input  on  the  plans  afd  decisions  fhar  will  effect  us  for  the  next  40  years.  We  are  also 
asking  that  the  de vespers  schedule  a^harerxetui  the  neighborhood. 

Enclosed  please  fin4  a  copy  of  our  ninthly  schedule  of  meetings. 

Executive  Park  will  be  pan  of  the  October  and  following  monthly  meetings  of  the 
Housing,  Land  Use,  {Health  and  Environment  and  Education  8c  employment  Committee 
meetings 

The  Executive  Park  Project  will  be  included  in  our  Housing  Committee  Agenda  of 
Wednesday,  Octobes  13,  1999  The  pieeang  is  from  6  to  8  PM 

If  you  have  any  que  ions,  please  contact  our  office 

Sincerely, 


Sophenia  Maxwell 
Chair 
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I.  SUMMARY 


A.  BACKGROUND 


In  1985,  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  approved  a  development  program  for  the 
Executive  Park  site,  which  included  1,644,000  sq.  ft.  of  office  space,  a  350-room  hotel 
totaling  234,000  sq.  ft.,  50,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail  and  restaurant  space,  600  dwelling  units 
totaling  425,000  sq.  ft.,  and  about  5,270  parking  spaces.  In  1992,  the  Planning  Commission 
modified  the  authorization  to  change  the  composition  of  the  600  residential  units  from 
predominately  studios  and  one-bedroom  units  to  predominantly  multi-bedroom  units,  resulting 
in  600  dwelling  units  totaling  850,000  sq.  ft.;  and  added  a  health  club/restaurant  of 
35,000  sq.  ft.  and  a  day  care  center  of  10,000  sq.  ft.  The  first  three  office  buildings, 
comprising  about  320,000  sq.  ft.,  and  about  800  surface  parking  spaces  occupy  the  site. 
About  287  dwelling  units  and  related  parking  (532  spaces)  are  under  construction  on  the  east 
end  of  the  site. 


The  currently  proposed  project  would  extend  the  termination  date  for  the  project  authorization 
beyond  December  1999  and  would  modify  the  Conditional  Use  authorization  approved  by  the 
Planning  Commission.  The  modifications  would  include  deletion  of  the  requirement  for 
extension  of  Executive  Boulevard  West,  substitution  of  hillside  revegetation  for  a  hillside  trail, 
a  change  in  the  amount  contributed  toward  some  transportation  improvements,  and  an  increase 
in  permitted  nonresidential  parking. 


The  project  was  analyzed  in  the  Executive  Park  Development  Plan  Amendment  Final 
Subsequent  Environmental  Impact  Report  (81.197E,  certified  October  17,  1985)("1985 
FSEIR"),  and  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  approved  the  development  program, 
with  conditions,  in  October  1985.  An  Addendum  to  the  1985  FSEIR  (90.299E,  dated 
February  13,  1992)("1992  Addendum"),  evaluated  modifications  to  the  project  including 
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changes  in  the  composition  of  the  residential  units  and  allowance  of  a  health  club/restaurant  of 
35,000  sq.  ft.  and  a  day  care  center  of  10,000  sq.  ft. 

The  project  as  proposed  contains  differences  from  the  approved  project,  including  dispersion 
of  retail  uses,  revegetation  of  the  hillside  without  hillside  trails,  delay  in  implementing  the 
extension  of  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West,  reduction  in  the  number  of  residential  units,  and 
a  proposed  request  for  an  increase  in  allowable  parking.  In  addition,  conditions  in  the  project 
area  have  changed  substantially  since  completion  of  the  1985  FSEIR.  For  these  reasons,  the 
Planning  Department  determined  that  a  Supplemental  EIR  is  required. 

This  SEIR  updates  the  description  of  existing  conditions  contained  in  the  1985  Final 
Subsequent  EIR,  and  re-assesses  impacts  for  impact  areas  with  changed  methodologies  and 
baseline  conditions,  including  transportation,  air  quality,  and  noise.  The  other  environmental 
topics  are  discussed  in  the  context  of  the  previous  analyses  conducted.  These  previous 
analyses,  including  the  1985  FSEIR  and  the  1992  Addendum,  are  incorporated  herein  by 
reference,  and  will  be  made  available  to  decision-makers  who  must  consider  whether  to  extend 
and  amend  the  1992  project  authorization.  Copies  of  the  1985  FSEIR  and  1992  Addendum 
are  available  for  review  at  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street. 

B.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  project  sponsor,  Universal  Paragon,  is  requesting  an  extension  for  their  previously 
approved  project  beyond  December  1999  and  modification  of  the  Conditional  Use 
authorization  approved  by  the  City  Planning  Commission.  Build-out  of  the  project's 
remaining  development  would  occur  on  about  half  of  the  71 -acre  project  area,  which  includes 
portions  of  Lots  75,  85,  86  and  88/90  of  Assessor's  Block  4991,  and  Lots  24,  61,  and  65  of 
Assessor's  Block  153.  Development  would  occur  in  four  areas:  north  of  Executive  Park 


1999.442E  EIP  10215-00 

  S.2   — 

EXECUTIVE  PARK  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN  SEIR  DECEMBER  2,  1999 


I.  Summary 


Boulevard  North  in  existing  parking  lots,  on  both  sides  of  Thomas  Mellon  Drive,  south  of 
Alana  Way,  and  south  of  Crescent  Way  in  the  residential  portion  of  the  site. 

The  balance  of  the  project  to  be  developed  includes  a  total  of  about  1.324  million  gsf  of  office 
space,  57,500  gsf  of  retail  and  restaurant  space,  a  25,000-gsf  health  club,  a  10,000-gsf  day 
care  center,  parking  for  about  2,438  vehicles  (or  more,  with  the  Increased  Parking  Variant 
discussed  below),  a  hotel  with  350  rooms,  and  about  263  residential  units  with  about  488 
parking  spaces.  Build-out  would  occur  in  two  phases. 

Phase  1  would  include  about  540,000  gsf  of  office  space,  about  62,500  gsf  of  retail, 
commercial,  and  restaurant  space,  a  parking  structure  for  about  1,550  cars,  and  about  263 
residential  units  with  about  488  parking  spaces.  Offices  would  be  built  in  two  buildings, 
Office  Building  (OB)  4  and  OB5  which  would  be  located  in  the  northwest  corner  of  the  project 
area.  A  portion  of  Crescent  Way  would  also  be  constructed  in  this  phase  to  connect  to 
Executive  Park  Boulevard  North  via  Crescent  Way.  Phase  2  would  include  784,000  gsf  of 
office  space  and  30,000  gsf  of  retail  and  restaurant  space,  a  parking  structure  for  about  538 
cars,  and  a  350-room  hotel  with  parking  for  about  350  cars.  The  office  and  retail  space  in 
Phase  2  would  be  constructed  in  two  or  three  buildings  (OB6,  OB7,  and  OB8)  located  north  of 
Executive  Park  Boulevard  North  on  either  side  of  a  newly  extended  Thomas  Mellon  Drive. 
The  second  parking  structure  would  be  located  west  of  Thomas  Mellon  Drive  and  north  of 
Crescent  Way.  The  5,000  gsf  restaurant  would  be  built  on  the  lot  south  of  Alana  Way.  The 
hotel  would  be  located  on  both  sides  of  Thomas  Mellon  Drive,  just  north  of  Harney  Way. 

The  project  sponsor  may  also  seek  approval  to  develop  an  additional  1,405  to  1,870  parking 
spaces  in  addition  to  that  currently  authorized.  The  additional  parking  would  be  intended  to 
meet  projected  demand  from  commercial  development.  The  parking  could  be  developed  on 
either  side  of  Thomas  Mellon  Drive,  under  or  immediately  adjacent  to  OB6  or  OB7  (or  OB8). 
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To  address  the  issue  of  housing  needs  in  San  Francisco,  the  Residential  Variant  would 
substitute  258  additional  housing  units  for  the  350-room  hotel  that  is  part  of  the  proposed 
project,  for  a  total  of  521  new  residential  units.  An  additional  387  parking  spaces  would  be 
provided  for  a  total  supply  of  875  residential  spaces. 
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Pursuant  to  the  existing  authorization,  the  project  would  require  Planning  Commission 
approval  to  extend  the  Conditional  Use  authorization  beyond  December  1999.  The  project  and 
its  modifications  to  the  conditions  of  approval  may  require  amendments  to  the  South  Bayshore 
Area  Plan  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan.  The  precise  nature  of  General  Plan 
amendments  has  not  yet  been  determined.  They  may  include  amendment  or  deletion  of  Figure 
20,  amendment  of  Policy  19.6  related  to  the  hillside  trail,  and  possibly  amendment  of 
Policy  19.8  if  the  parking  variant  were  approved.  Implementation  of  the  project  would  require 
issuance  of  site  and  building  permits  from  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection,  and 
approval  of  subdivision  maps  and  street  design  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works. 


C.  MAIN  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 


Most  of  the  environmental  effects  of  the  Executive  Park  Development  Plan  project  have  been 
analyzed  in  the  1985  FSEIR  and  were  either  determined  to  be  insignificant,  or  were  mitigated 
through  measures  included  in  the  project,  including  visual  quality,  population,  noise  (except 
traffic  noise),  air  quality  (except  transportation-related  air. quality),  shadows,  wind,  utilities 
and  public  services,  biology,  geology  and  topography,  energy  and  natural  resources,  hazards, 
and  cultural  resources.  Those  impacts  determined  not  to  be  significant  are  discussed  in 
relation  to  current  conditions  and  methodologies  in  Chapter  V,  Environmental  Effects 
Determined  Not  to  be  Significant.  Environmental  effects  of  potential  significance  are 
discussed  in  this  SEIR,  including  transportation,  traffic  noise,  transportation-related  air 
quality,  and  utilities.  Land  use  is  included  in  the  SEIR  for  informational  purposes.  Based  on 
the  analyses  prepared  for  this  SEIR  and  summarized  here,  significant  project-specific  impacts 
that  could  not  be  mitigated  include  transportation  and  air  quality.  Whether  or  not  the  project 
is  approved  and  constructed,  traffic  volumes  and  transit  loadings  in  the  site  vicinity  are 
projected  to  increase.  These  increases  would  lead  to  congestion,  and  potentially  significant 
cumulative  impacts  may  result.  Cumulative  increases  in  traffic  congestion  may  in  turn  cause 
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cumulative  increases  in  criteria  pollutants,  and  a  degradation  of  air  quality.  The  project  would 
incrementally  contribute  to  these  potential  cumulative  effects. 

About  287  of  the  residential  units  approved  in  1992  are  under  construction  at  the  project  site. 
Grading  and  site  preparation  for  all  of  the  residential  buildings  has  been  accomplished  under 
the  building  permits  for  the  first  287  units.  Because  building  permits  have  been  approved  and 
the  units  are  under  construction,  these  units  and  their  related  532  parking  spaces  are  included 
in  baseline  conditions  that  have  been  calculated  for  transportation  analyses  and  used  in  air 
quality  and  noise  impact  analyses.  Project  impacts  have  been  measured  against  these  baseline 
conditions. 


LAND  USE,  PLANS  AND  ZONING  (p.  17) 


Most  of  the  project  site  is  within  a  C-2  (Community  Business)  district.  One  acre  of  land  at  the 
southern  edge  of  the  site  is  partially  within  the  M-l  (Light  Industrial)  district  in  San  Francisco, 
and  the  C-3  (Heavy  Commercial)  district  in  Brisbane.  The  site  is  in  40-X,  60-X,  80-X,  100- 
G,  140-H,  165-1  and  200-1  Height  and  Bulk  Districts. 


The  project  area  is  a  relatively  isolated  development  which  contains  about  320,000  sq.  ft.  of 
office  space  with  about  800  parking  spaces,  and  about  287  dwelling  units  (under  construction) 
with  about  532  parking  spaces.  The  project  would  increase  the  diversity  and  intensity  of 
existing  uses  on  the  project  site.  The  project  would  change  land  use  at  the  project  site  from 
moderate  office,  retail,  and  residential  uses,  and  surface  parking,  to  more  dense  office,  retail, 
residential,  restaurant,  hotel,  and  parking  uses.  This  increase  in  density  of  primarily  existing 
uses  represents  an  expansion  of  uses  which  would  be  compatible  with  the  uses  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  project,  including  the  Little  Hollywood  and  Visitacion  Valley  neighborhoods.  The 
substitution  of  residential  units  for  a  hotel  would  not  change  the  overall  intensity  of  land  use  at 
Executive  Park  from  that  of  the  proposed  project. 
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The  project  and  its  modifications  to  the  conditions  of  approval  could  require  amendments  to 
the  South  Bayshore  Area  Plan  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan.  These  amendments  would 
involve  retaining  existing  roadway  configurations;  modifying  the  policy  recommending 
provision  of  hillside  trails;  and,  if  the  parking  variant  were  to  become  part  of  the  proposed 
project,  increasing  the  amount  of  on-site  parking. 

TRANSPORTATION  (p.  28) 

Transportation  conditions  have  changed  substantially  since  certification  of  the  1985  FSEIR, 
including  new  forecasts  of  growth  for  San  Francisco  and  the  region,  new  traffic  counts  for 
U.S.  101  and  intersections  in  and  near  the  project  site,  and  new  information  on  trip  generation 
rates.  Therefore,  the  transportation  analysis  in  this  SEIR  replaces  that  in  the  1985  FSEIR. 

It  should  be  noted  that  1)  the  vehicular  parking  analysis  assumes  that  the  project  parking 
supply  would  be  limited,  as  called  for  in  the  Executive  Park  Conditional  Use  authorization 
approved  in  1985;  and  2)  the  traffic  impacts  analysis  assumes  that  vehicular  trip  generation  is 
unconstrained  by  the  parking  supply.  These  different  assumptions  provide  for  a  conservative 
analysis  of  both  traffic  impacts  and  parking  impacts  from  the  proposed  project. 

Traffic  Impacts 

Freeways  and  Ramps 

Under  the  baseline-plus-project  conditions,  U.S.  101  southbound,  just  north  of  1-380,  would 
change  from  LOS  D  (under  the  Baseline  conditions)  to  LOS  E,  resulting  in  a  significant 
impact.  With  this  level  of  service,  the  freeway  segment  would  be  extremely  unstable,  with 
severely  limited  maneuverability  and  low  travel  speeds.  Both  study  on-ramp  locations  at 
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Harney  Way  (northbound)  and  at  Alana/Beatty  (southbound),  would  continue  to  operate  at 
LOS  C,  as  under  the  baseline  conditions.  Freeways  and  on-ramps  under  the  Residential 
Variant  would  operate  at  the  same  levels  of  service  as  under  the  proposed  project. 


Intersections 


Six  intersections  within  and  near  the  Executive  Park  project  site  were  analyzed.  The 
intersection  analysis  addresses  three  different  circulation  patterns  for  Executive  Park 
Boulevard  West:  retaining  the  existing  configuration  with  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West 
ending  at  Alana  Way,  called  "Existing  Roadway  Configuration;"  constructing  an  extension  of 
the  roadway  south,  parallel  to  U.S.  101,  to  intersect  with  Harney  Way,  called  "Original 
Executive  Park  West  Extension, "  as  required  pursuant  to  Planning  Commission 
Motion  10461;  and  a  revised  extension  that  would  replace  Alana  Way  between  Executive  Park 
Boulevard  West  and  Thomas  Mellon  Drive  with  an  extension  of  Executive  Park  West  that 
would  intersect  with  Harney  Way  approximately  half  way  between  U.S.  101  and  Thomas 
Mellon  Drive,  called  "Revised  Executive  Park  West  Extension."  Because  circulation  patterns 
are  different  under  the  three  configurations,  the  intersection  levels  of  service  (LOS)  would  also 
be  different  and  are  reported  separately. 


Existing  Roadway  Configuration.  All  six  study  intersections  would  operate  at  LOS  D  or 
better.  The  intersection  of  Harney /Alana/Thomas  Mellon  would  be  signalized  by  the  Project 
Sponsor  and  operate  at  LOS  D.  No  other  unsignalized  intersections  would  need  to  be 
signalized  under  the  baseline-plus-project  conditions. 


Original  Executive  Park  West  Extension  Configuration.  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West 
would  be  extended  directly  to  the  south  and  a  new  unsignalized  intersection  of 
Harney /Executive  Park  West  would  be  created.  With  this  configuration,  the  seven  study 
intersections  would  operate  at  LOS  C  or  better,  with  minimal  delays  at  most  approaches  under 
baseline-plus-project  conditions.  The  intersections  of  Harney/Alana/Thomas  Mellon  and 


1999.442E  ED?  10215-00 

  S.7   

EXECUTIVE  PARK  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN  SEIR  DECEMBER  2.  1999 


I.  Summary 


Aiana/Executive  Park  West  would  be  signalized  by  the  Project  Sponsor  and  would  operate  at 
LOS  C  and  B,  respectively.  No  other  unsignalized  intersections  would  need  to  be  signalized 
under  the  baseline-plus-project  conditions. 

Revised  Executive  Park  West  Extension  Configuration.  A  new  signalized  intersection  of 
Harney /Executive  Park  West  would  be  created,  and  the  Alana  Way  approach  would  be 
removed  from  the  intersection  of  Harney /Thomas  Mellon.  With  this  configuration,  the  seven 
study  intersections  would  operate  at  acceptable  conditions  (LOS  C  or  better),  with  minimal 
delays  at  most  approaches.  No  existing  unsignalized  intersections  would  need  to  be  signaled 
under  the  baseline-plus-project  conditions  with  this  configuration. 

Residential  Variant.  Intersection  levels  of  service  for  all  three  roadway  configurations  under 
the  Residential  Variant  would  be  the  same  as  those  under  the  proposed  project  with  minor 
differences  in  the  average  delay  per  vehicle,  and  would  not  cause  significant  project-specific 
traffic  impacts,  similar  to  the  proposed  project. 

Game-Day  Operations 

Events  at  3Com  Park,  including  football  games  and  possible  other  events,  substantially  affect 
the  operations  of  the  roadways  in  the  vicinity  of  the  stadium.  The  frequency  of  these  events 
will  decline  in  the  future,  when  the  San  Francisco  Giants  open  their  new  ballpark  at  China 
Basin  (planned  for  April,  2000). 

With  the  proposed  project,  there  would  be  an  increased  demand  for  access  to  and  from 
Executive  Park  during  remaining  weekday  and  weekend  events.  Football  games  are  scheduled 
about  1 1  weekends  a  year;  the  numbers  and  sizes  of  other  events  are  not  known,  but  many  are 
expected  to  have  relatively  small  attendance  that  would  not  create  major  traffic  congestion. 
Because  of  the  relative  infrequency  of  events,  the  effects  of  events  on  residents  and  others 
traveling  to  and  from  Executive  Park  would  not  be  considered  to  be  a  significant  impact. 
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Nonetheless,  to  reduce  the  inconvenience  of  game-day  traffic  for  Executive  Park  residents  and 
employees,  the  Project  Sponsor  would  implement  an  education/disclosure  program  that  would 
inform  Executive  Park  residents  and  employees  of  the  schedule  of  events  at  3Com  Park  and 
recommend  alternate  access  routes  to  and  from  U.S.  101  and  the  local  roadway  network  on 
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event  days,  to  accommodate  the  temporary  changes  to  one-way  streets  and  to  avoid  the  major 
pre-  and  post-game  congestion  on  Harney  Way.  Game  day  traffic  would  be  different  with 
three  circulation  patterns. 

Existing  Roadway  Configuration.  Additional  control  officers  would  be  needed  at  the 
intersections  of  Alana/Executive  Park  West,  Harney /Alana/Thomas  Mellon  and 
Harney/Executive  Park  East  to  assist  Executive  Park-related  traffic.  New  residents  and  users 
of  the  project  site  would  continue  to  be  inconvenienced  on  days  with  major  events  at  3Com 
Park. 

Original  Executive  Park  West  Extension  Configuration.  If  Caltrans  allowed  the  U.S.  101 
northbound  off-ramp  at  Harney  Way  to  be  opened,  the  roadway  extension  would  be  useful  for 
both  Executive  Park  employees,  residents,  and  hotel  patrons,  as  well  as  people  destined  to  and 
from  Little  Hollywood  and  Bayshore  Boulevard.  Additional  control  officers  would  need  to  be 
stationed  at  the  intersections  of  Harney/Executive  Park  West  and  Alana/Executive  Park  West 
to  allow  for  vehicles  to  turn  left  or  right  onto  the  roadway  extension. 

Revised  Executive  Park  West  Extension  Configuration.  Because  Executive  Park  Boulevard 
West  would  be  reconfigured  into  a  "T"  intersection  with  Harney  Way,  the  merging  and 
diverging  of  the  traffic  streams  to  and  from  U.S.  101  northbound  and  southbound  would  not 
be  as  direct  as  with  the  Existing  roadway  configuration.  The  Harney  Way  off-ramp  from  U.S. 
101  northbound  is  assumed  to  remain  open  after  events  at  3Com  Park  for  this  alternative.  The 
existing  overhead  lane  control  system  would  need  to  be  expanded  (resulting  in  costs, 
operations  and  safety  issues),  an  extensive  system  of  traffic  cones  would  be  needed  (resulting 
in  logistical  and  driver  safety  issues),  and  the  number  of  lanes  to  U.S.  101  southbound  would 
be  reduced  (resulting  in  an  increase  in  congestion  and  safety  issues). 
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Transit  Impacts 

The  proposed  project  would  generate  a  total  of  215  PM  peak  hour  transit/shuttle  trips,  of 
which  about  165  would  be  outbound  and  50  would  be  inbound.  About  70  percent  of  these 
passengers  would  travel  to  the  north  and  30  percent  to  the  south.  The  addition  of  the  170 
weekday  PM  peak  hour  transit  passengers  would  not  substantially  increase  occupancy  on  the 
local  and  regional  transit  providers.  The  215  transit  trips  would  generally  be  distributed 
among  service  providers  as  follows:  150  trips  on  BART,  45  trips  on  Caltrain,  15  trips  on 
MUNI  and  5  trips  on  SamTrans.  BART,  MUNI,  Caltrain  and  SamTrans  currently  have 
capacity  to  accommodate  the  additional  demand.  The  Residential  Variant  would  result  in  15 
more  transit  trips  than  the  proposed  project,  but  could  be  accommodated  within  the  6-  to  7- 
minute  frequency  of  shuttle  round-trips  proposed  for  the  project. 

With  the  Revised  Executive  Park  West  Extension  configuration,  changes  would  be  required  to 
the  MUNI  56-Rutland  route.  For  example,  the  existing  bus  stop  located  at  the  northeast 
corner  of  the  intersection  of  Alana/Executive  Park  West  would  be  eliminated.  Furthermore, 
there  may  be  minor  increases  in  run  time,  as  the  revised  Executive  Park  West  would  be  a 
slightly  less  direct  route  than  via  the  existing  Alana  Way.  The  Project  Sponsor  would  work 
with  MUNI  staff  to  relocate  this  bus  stop  on  Executive  Park  West,  if  this  roadway 
configuration  were  to  be  selected. 

Parking  Impacts 

Project  Parking 

The  vehicular  parking  demand  associated  with  the  commercial  portion  of  the  proposed  project 
would  be  about  4,350  spaces,  for  a  total  parking  demand  for  the  non-residential  component  of 
Executive  Park  of  about  5,105  spaces  (755  spaces  associated  with  existing  uses,  plus  4,350 
associated  with  the  proposed  project).  The  residential  parking  demand  is  excluded,  as  it  would 
be  accommodated  within  a  separate  parking  supply  that  will  be  available  only  to  residents  and 
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their  visitors.  The  proposed  project  would  add  2,438  parking  spaces,  for  a  total  parking 
supply  of  3,235  spaces  for  the  non-residential  component  of  Executive  Park.  Thus,  there 
would  be  a  parking  shortfall  of  about  1,870  spaces.  The  parking  supply  at  Executive  Park  is 
limited  to  3,235  spaces  under  the  current  Conditional  Use  authorization  for  the  commercial 
uses  to  partially  mitigate  project  traffic  impacts. 


Drivers  facing  constrained  parking  conditions  may  park  illegally  onsite,  occupy  designated 
visitor  or  handicapped  parking  spaces  onsite,  seek  alternative  parking  facilities  such  as  within 
Little  Hollywood  (since  on-street  parking  is  currently  unrestricted),  or  switch  to  alternative 
transportation  modes  such  as  carpools,  public  transit  or  bicycles.  A  substantial  parking 
spillover  into  the  Little  Hollywood  neighborhood  would  likely  occur,  affecting  the  residential 
character  of  this  neighborhood,  as  well  as  inconveniencing  residents.  The  impact  of  the 
parking  shortfall  on  the  character  of  the  Little  Hollywood  neighborhood  is  considered  a 
significant  impact,  for  which  mitigation  is  suggested. 


Parking  Variant 

As  a  variant  to  the  proposed  project,  an  additional  1,400  to  1,870  parking  spaces  would  be 
provided  at  Executive  Park,  for  a  total  parking  supply  for  the  non-residential  component  of 
Executive  Park  of  4,635  to  5,105  spaces.  This  would  reduce  the  shortfall  to  fewer  than  470 
spaces.  Thus,  the  neighborhood  impact  would  be  substantially  lessened  or  eliminated,  as  there 
would  be  a  reduction  in  the  amount  of  illegal  parking  within  the  site,  and  fewer  drivers 
seeking  on-street  parking  in  the  Little  Hollywood  neighborhood. 


Residential  Variant 

The  Residential  Variant  would  improve  somewhat  the  non-residential  parking  shortfall  of  the 
proposed  project  by  decreasing  non-residential  parking  demand,  but  would  still  result  in  the 
same  significant  secondary  parking  impacts  on  Little  Hollywood  as  the  proposed  project.  As 
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with  the  proposed  project,  the  proposed  supply  of  4,735  total  non-residential  plus  residential 
spaces  under  this  variant  would  exceed  Planning  Code  parking  requirements. 

Pedestrian/Bicycle  Impacts 

The  increase  in  both  vehicles  and  pedestrians  along  Blanken  Avenue  and  Alana  Way  would 
result  in  an  increase  in  the  potential  for  pedestrian/vehicle  conflicts.  Pedestrian  trips  on 
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Harney  Way  would  be  accommodated  within  the  existing  sidewalks.  Bicycle  access  to  the 
area  would  not  change  substantially  with  the  development  of  the  proposed  project.  With  the 
currently  low  traffic  levels,  bicycle  travel  generally  occurs  without  major  impedances  or  safety 
problems.  However,  as  the  number  of  vehicles  on  Harney  Way  would  increase  with  the 
proposed  project,  the  potential  for  conflicts  between  motorists  and  bicycles  would  also 
increase. 

Loading  Impacts 

The  proposed  project  would  generate  about  365  daily  service  and  freight  delivery  trips,  with 
about  40  trips  occurring  during  an  average  hour  and  50  trips  occurring  during  the  peak  hour  of 
loading  activity  (generally  between  10:00  AM  and  1:00  PM).  Including  existing  commercial 
buildings,  Section  152  of  the  Planning  Code  would  require  provision  of  a  total  of  14  spaces  for 
the  entire  Executive  Park  office  development,  with  12  required  for  the  new  office/retail 
buildings.  The  Conditional  Use  authorization  approved  for  the  project  required  17  spaces  for 
full  development,  including  the  existing  office  buildings;  this  is  3  more  than  the  Planning  Code 
requirement.  The  two  new  residential  buildings  would  each  require  one  loading  space  under 
Planning  Code  Section  152.  The  Residential  Variant  would  result  in  a  shortfall  of  five  loading 
spaces  with  the  elimination  of  the  hotel,  or  one  more  than  the  proposed  project,  but  would 
continue  to  meet  Planning  Code  loading  space  requirements. 

The  proposed  project  would  provide  13  new  off-Street  freight  loading  spaces  for  the  office 
buildings,  as  compared  with  the  average  hour  demand  for  17  spaces.  The  commercial  portion 
of  the  project,  as  proposed,  would  result  in  a  shortfall  of  four  freight  loading  spaces  compared 
to  the  calculated  demand,  and  a  surplus  of  one  loading  space  compared  to  the  Planning  Code 
requirement  of  12  new  spaces.  If  the  loading  demand  is  not  met,  trucks  would  likely  find 
parking  within  the  passenger  zones  and  fire  (red)  zones  in  front  of  the  buildings.  While  use  of 
passenger  and  fire  zones  could  be  annoying,  it  is  not  anticipated  that  substantial  amounts  of 
double  parking  by  delivery  vehicles  would  occur,  nor  is  it  assumed  that  delivery  vehicles 


1999.442E  EIP  10215-00 

  S.12   

EXECUTIVE  PARK  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN  SEIR  DECEMBER  2.  1999 


I.  Summary 


would  block  emergency  vehicles.  Therefore,  the  excess  demand  for  loading  spaces  would  not 
cause  traffic  disruptions. 

Construction  Impacts 

Construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  start  in  1999  and  take  approximately  5  to  7  years, 
with  completion  sometime  in  2004  to  2006.  The  number  of  trucks  per  day  would  vary  by 
construction  phase,  and  would  range  from  about  2  to  100  for  commercial  buildings,  with  the 
residential  buildings  contributing  an  additional  5  to  10  trucks  per  day  during  construction  of 
Phase  1. 

Since  the  construction  of  the  proposed  project  is  anticipated  to  occur  between  1999  and  2006, 
it  would  overlap  with  other  construction  activities  in  the  area,  including  the  Third  Street  Light 
Rail  project  and  the  Sunnydale  Sewer  project,  and  could  potentially  overlap  with  the 
construction  of  the  proposed  stadium  and  retail/entertainment  center  at  Candlestick  Point  and 
the  Home  Depot  warehouse  on  Bayshore  Boulevard.  Construction  management  consultants 
for  these  various  projects  would  be  required  to  collaborate  with  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  to  minimize  temporary  transportation  impacts. 

Cumulative  Traffic  Impacts 

Between  the  completion  of  the  proposed  project  and  2015,  a  number  of  new  developments 
(and  roadway  improvements)  are  anticipated  to  be  constructed  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed 
project,  including  the  Candlestick  Point  retail/entertainment  center  and  Brisbane  Baylands. 

Freeway  and  Ramps.  By  2015,  there  is  anticipated  to  be  a  substantial  increase  in  traffic 
volumes  on  U.S.  101  and  the  study  off-ramps  and  on-ramps  as  a  result  of  forecast 
development  in  San  Francisco  and  the  region.  The  increase  in  traffic  volumes  would  add  to 
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existing  congestion  on  the  regional  freeway  system  and  cause  breakdown  in  operations  at 
locations  where  excess  capacity  currently  exists.  By  2015,  there  would  be  frequent 
breakdowns  in  freeway  traffic  flow,  resulting  in  the  formation  of  queues  on  the  freeway.  In 
addition,  both  the  northbound  on-ramp  from  Harney  Way  and  the  southbound  on-ramp  from 
Alana/Beatty  would  operate  at  LOS  F,  due  to  high  mainline  and  ramp  volumes.  These  queues 
at  the  on-ramps  would  spill-back  to  nearby  intersections,  which  would  impact  the  operating 
conditions  of  these  intersections. 

Intersections.  By  2015,  it  is  anticipated  that  only  two  of  the  study  intersections  would  operate 
at  acceptable  levels  of  service:  Harney /Jamestown  and  Harney/Executive  Park  East.  The 
remaining  study  intersections  would  operate  at  LOS  F,  with  extremely  high  delays  per  vehicle, 
resulting  in  the  formation  of  substantial  queues  at  most  of  the  approaches.  Traffic  generated 
by  the  proposed  project  would  contribute  to  poor  operating  conditions  at  these  locations.  In 
addition,  due  to  congestion  on  the  freeway  and  high  on-ramp  demand,  queues  forming  on  the 
U.S.  101  northbound  on-ramp  at  Harney  Way  and  southbound  on-ramp  at  Alana/Beatty  would 
spill  back  to  the  adjacent  upstream  intersections,  substantially  reducing  the  ability  of  the 
intersections  to  process  vehicles. 

In  order  to  assess  the  effect  of  project-generated  traffic  on  2015  cumulative  conditions,  the 
proposed  project's  contribution  to  the  2015  cumulative  traffic  volumes  was  determined.  The 
proposed  project's  contribution  to  cumulative  traffic  impacts  would  range  from  6  to  37%, 
depending  on  location,  and  would  be  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment.  The  Residential 
Variant's  percent  contribution  to  2015  cumulative  traffic  volumes  would  differ  from  about  1  % 
to  3%  and  as  with  the  project,  would  contribute  considerably  to  significant  cumulative  traffic 
impacts. 

AIR  QUALITY  (p.  80) 

The  air  quality  analysis  in  the  1985  FSEIR  was  based  on  then-applicable  standards  and 
regulations.  Since  then,  standards  have  changed,  the  transportation  analysis  for  the  project  has 
been  revised  and  new  travel  and  traffic  data  have  been  produced. 
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The  primary  source  of  air  pollutants  from  the  project  would  be  motor  vehicles.  Because  the 
Bay  Area  air  basin  sometimes  violates  state  and  federal  standards  for  ozone,  particulate  matter, 
and  carbon  monoxide,  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  computer  model  URBEMIS7G  was 
used  to  estimate  project-related  emissions  for  criteria  air  pollutants,  including  reactive  organic 
gases  (ROG)  and  nitrogen  oxides  (NOx)  (ozone  precursors),  respirable  particulates  (PM10),  and 
carbon  monoxide  (CO).   Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  CEQA  Guidelines  require 
detailed  analysis  of  carbon  monoxide  emissions  if  project  emissions  would  exceed  550  pounds 
per  day.  Project-related  emissions  of  ROG,  NOx  and  PM10  would  exceed  BAAQMD 
significance  thresholds  and  would  result  in  an  unavoidable  significant  impact  on  regional  air 
quality.  CO  emissions  would  also  exceed  the  screening  threshold  of  550  pounds  per  day; 
therefore,  a  micro-scale  analysis  of  intersection  CO  concentrations  was  performed  to  assess  the 
project's  effects  on  local  CO  concentrations.  Local  CO  concentrations  would  not  exceed  state 
or  federal  standards  under  baseline-plus-project  conditions.  CO  impacts  are  therefore 
considered  less-than-significant. 

Cumulative  increases  in  traffic  congestion  would  cause  cumulative  increases  in  criteria 
pollutants,  and  a  degradation  of  air  quality.  The  project  would  incrementally  contribute  to 
these  potential  cumulative  effects. 

Residential  Variant 

Although  the  Residential  Variant  would  result  in  about  500  fewer  daily  vehicle  trips  than 
under  the  proposed  project,  air  quality  impacts  under  the  Residential  Variant  would  be  similar 
to  those  of  the  proposed  project. 

NOISE  (p.  98) 

The  major  noise  source  in  San  Francisco  is  traffic  noise.  The  major  noise  source  in  San 
Francisco  is  traffic  noise.  The  noise  analysis  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  updated  traffic 
analysis.  The  primary  noise-sensitive  land  uses  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  project  site 
are  the  under-construction  residential  units  on  the  eastern  portion  of  Executive  Park  and  the 
older  residences  along  Blanken  Avenue;  those  residences  backing  on  Harney  Way  would  be 
most  sensitive. 
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During  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour  conditions  on  Blanken  Avenue  and  Harney  Way,  traffic  under 
the  baseline-pius-project  conditions  would  increase  approximately  50%  to  60%  above  the 
baseline  conditions.  This  increase  in  traffic  would  cause  peak  p.m.  hour  L^'s  at  these 
receptors  to  increase  approximately  2  dBA.  An  increase  of  3  dBA  would  be  considered  to  be 
a  noticeable  increase  in  noise  levels.  Because  the  noise  increases  associated  with  project 
traffic  at  the  existing  sensitive  receptors  would  be  about  2  dBA,  they  would  not  be  considered 
substantial  increases  in  traffic  noise,  and  the  impact  would  be  considered  less  than  significant.1 
The  design  of  the  proposed  project's  housing  and  hotel  would  be  required  to  comply  with  Title 
24;  therefore,  the  noise  increases  at  the  housing  and  hotel  locations  and  the  impact  of  baseline 
and  project-related  noise  on  the  proposed  housing  and  hotel  would  not  be  significant  impacts. 
The  Residential  Variant  would  result  in  similar  noise  impacts  as  the  proposed  project. 


UTILITIES  AND  PUBLIC  SERVICES  (p.  110) 


In  1998,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  completed  the  Bay  side  Cumulative 
Impact  Analysis  to  determine  the  effects  of  development  in  the  Bayside  on  the  volume  and 
frequency  of  discharges  from  the  sewer  system.  This  analysis  included  the  Executive  Park 
Development  Plan  in  the  baseline  conditions.  It  was  not  identified  as  a  project  that  could  have 
measurable  effect  on  the  operation  of  the  sewer  system.  The  acreage  of  impermeable  surfaces 
would  change  only  slightly,  because  the  existing  surface  parking  lot  north  of  Executive  Park 
Boulevard  contributes  the  majority  of  runoff  from  the  part  of  the  project  site  that  would  have 
new  office  construction,  and  because  the  new  residential  portion  of  the  project  site  has  already 
been  graded  and  compacted  as  part  of  construction  of  the  residential  units  included  in  the 
baseline.  The  additional  20.3  million  gallons  per  year  in  combined  sanitary  sewage  and 
rainfall  runoff  would  be  an  increase  of  about  0.2%  in  the  total  annual  flows  from  the 
Sunnydale  drainage  basin.  Development  on  the  project  site  would  result  in  an  approximately 
2-cfs  (cubic  feet  per  second)  increase  in  peak  runoff.  No  upgrade  of  the  existing  sewer  main 
or  the  Sunnydale  Transport/Storage  facilities  would  be  needed  to  accommodate  the 
approximately  2-cfs  increase  for  the  project.  The  Residential  Variant  may  potentially  increase 
the  impermeable  surface  area  and  the  consequential  volume  of  stormwater  runoff,  but  would 
not  measurably  affect  the  operation  of  the  Bayside  sewer  system,  as  with  the  proposed  project. 
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D.  MITIGATION  MEASURES  (p.  128) 

Measures  included  in  the  project  and  measures  identified  in  this  report  to  mitigate  potentially 
significant  environmental  effects  are  summarized  below.  Mitigation  measures  are  presented  in 
full  in  Chapter  VI.  Mitigation  measures  would  reduce,  but  not  eliminate,  the  project's 
transportation  impacts.  Mitigation  measures  from  previous  environmental  analyses,  as  well  as 
their  current  status,  are  presented  in  Appendix  A;  measures  from  previous  environmental 
analyses  that  remain  relevant  in  current  conditions  are  also  included  in  Chapter  VI. 


LAND  USE 


•        Approximately  26  acres  of  the  project  area  is  proposed  to  remain  in  open  space  on  the 
upper  slopes  of  Bayview  Hill,  providing  a  continuation  of  the  public  open  space  in 
Bayview  Hill  Park. 


TRANSPORTATION 


The  transportation  mitigation  measures  included  in  the  project,  and  those  identified  in  this 
SEIR,  are  summarized  below.  Of  the  measures  from  previous  documents,  many  have  been 
included  as  part  of  the  proposed  project,  a  few  are  no  longer  applicable,  and  a  few  were  found 
infeasible  and  rejected  or  were  rejected  as  outside  decisionmakers'  jurisdictions.  These  latter 
measures  were  re-examined  to  determine  current  applicability,  and  are  presented  in  Chapter  VI 
and  in  Appendix  A. 

Measures  Included  in  the  Project 


•        The  project  would  limit  the  number  of  single-occupant  automobile  parking  spaces. 
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•  The  project  sponsor  would  provide  shuttle  services  to  the  Executive  Park  site  from 
downtown  San  Francisco  when  demand  warrants  and  would  continue  the  existing 
shuttle  service  from  the  Balboa  Park  BART  station,  Caltrain,  and  nearby  MUNI  and 
SamTrans  bus  stops.  The  sponsor  would  work  with  SamTrans  to  provide  service  for 
on-site  bus  stops  by  SamTrans  mainline  express  routes,  if  warranted  by  demand. 

•  To  reduce  congestion  on  local  roadways  on  and  near  the  project  site,  roadway 
improvements  would  be  carried  out  when  field  measurements  of  traffic  conditions 
indicate  that  improvements  are  warranted  to  maintain  conditions  at  LOS  D  or  better. 
These  improvements  would  include: 

a.  Widening  and  restriping  Alana  Way 

b.  Widening  portions  of  Harney  Way  and  Executive  Park  Boulevard  East 

c.  Contributing  toward  widening  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West  and  widening  the 
Beatty  Avenue  on-ramp  to  U.S.  101 

Project  sponsor  may  request  decision  makers  to  consider  revising  the  amount  of  the  project's 

contribution  for  roadway  improvements  west  of  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West. 


•  Also  to  reduce  local  congestion,  the  project  would  provide  signalization  when 
warranted  by  traffic  volume  increases  at  the  intersections  of  Alana  Way  at  Executive 
Park  Boulevard  West,  Alana  Way  at  Harney  Way,  Harney  Way  at  Executive  Park 
Boulevard  East,  and  would  contribute  toward  signalization  of  Alana  Way  at  Beatty 
Avenue  at  the  southbound  U.S.  101  ramps,  and  toward  installation  and  maintenance  of 
ramp-metering  signals  at  the  nearby  on-ramps  to  the  freeway. 

•  The  project  would  continue  to  employ  a  transportation  broker  to  implement  a  long- 
range  transportation  systems  management  program. 

Measures  Identified  in  this  Report  to  Address  Significant  Impacts 

•  To  address  the  project's  contribution  to  cumulative  traffic  impacts  on  freeways, 
freeway  ramps  and  local  intersections,  the  project  sponsor  could  implement  and  expand 
the  existing  Transportation  Management  Plan  to  include  the  following  features: 

a.       Transit/Shuttles  -  increase  the  frequency  of  service  as  needed,  coordinate 

schedules,  provide  subsidized  passes,  provide  "guaranteed  ride  home"  service 
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b.  Parking  Pricing  and  Parking  Operations  -  provide  preferential  parking  for 
carpools  and  adjust  spaces  to  meet  demand  as  needed,  and/or  establish  fees  that 
discourage  single  occupant  vehicle  usage,  balanced  with  the  need  to  discourage 
parking  in  nearby  residential  neighborhoods 

c.  Ridesharing  -  provide  preferential  parking  as  above  and/or  provide  "guaranteed 
ride  home"  service  in  the  evenings 

d.  Variable  Work  Hours  -  encourage  tenants  to  permit  staggered  work  hours, 
compressed  work  weeks  and  flextime  for  employees 

•  To  alleviate  the  poor  operating  conditions  at  the  U.S.  101  on-ramps  at  Harney  and 
Alana/Beatty  under  cumulative  conditions,  a  new  interchange  could  be  constructed  with 
U.S.  101  at  this  location  when  warranted  by  traffic  volumes.  The  project  sponsor 
could  be  responsible  for  a  fair  share  contribution  towards  funding  this  measure 
depending  on  the  project's  expected  usage  of  the  interchange. 

•  To  reduce  the  significant  neighborhood  impact  of  spill-over  parking  in  Little 
Hollywood,  additional  parking  could  be  supplied  within  the  existing  and  proposed 
Executive  Park  parking  facilities  by  providing  valet-attended  parking  for  employees 
and/or  visitors,  or  by  providing  an  off-site  parking  facility  in  the  project  vicinity  with 
shuttle  service  to  the  project  site. 

•  Spillover  parking  in  Little  Hollywood  could  be  further  reduced  by  implementing 
strategies  to  reduce  the  long-term  demand  associated  with  employee  trips.  Measures  to 
reduce  the  number  of  employee  vehicle-trips  to  the  site  include  travel  demand 
management  measures  such  as  telecommuting,  increasing  use  of  transit  and  alternative 
modes  such  as  bicycles  and  shuttles,  and  increasing  ridesharing,  as  described  above  to 
reduce  traffic  impacts. 

AIR  QUALITY 

Regional  and  cumulative  air  quality  impacts  due  to  project-related  traffic  would  be  reduced  by 
some  of  the  transportation  mitigation  measures  listed  above  and  included  in  the  project  from 
previous  environmental  review.  It  is  not  expected  that  transportation  mitigation  measures 
would  be  sufficient  to  reduce  significant  air  quality  impacts  to  less-than-significant  levels. 

•  Construction-related  air  quality  mitigation  measures  suggested  by  the  Bay  Area  Air 
Quality  Management  District,  such  as  watering  exposed  soils,  covering  trucks  hauling 
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soil,  sweeping  streets  and  paved  areas,  and  covering  exposed  stockpiles  of  soil,  would 
reduce  construction  emissions  to  less-than-significant  levels. 


CULTURAL  RESOURCES 


•       The  project  sponsor  would  retain  an  historical  archaeologist  (or  other  qualified  expert) 
to  perform  archival  research  and  site  inspection  to  determine  the  potential  for  discovery 
of  cultural  or  historic  artifacts  on  the  site.  This  investigation  would  include  the  known 
shell  mound  site  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  area.  Results  of  this  investigation,  and  a 
plan  for  any  further  investigation  that  may  be  appropriate,  would  be  reported  to  the 
Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO). 


The  program  could  include  archaeological  monitoring  during  site  excavation  and 
halting  excavation  and  site  preparation  if  cultural  artifacts  were  found,  to  allow  time 
for  evaluation  and  recovery. 


E.  ALTERNATIVES  (p.  147) 


Two  alternatives  to  the  proposed  development  project  were  analyzed,  including  a  No-Project 
Alternative  and  a  Reduced  Density  Alternative.  No  alternative  sites  have  been  identified  that 
would  meet  the  project  sponsor's  objectives,  including  buildout  of  the  previously  approved 
commercial  space  and  extension  and  modification  of  the  Conditional  Use  authorization,  and 
that  would  eliminate  the  project's  contribution  to  cumulative  significant  effects. 


ALTERNATIVE  A:  NO  PROJECT  (p.  148) 


The  No  Project  Alternative  would  entail  no  change  to  the  site  and  the  proposed  project  would 
not  be  built.  The  1985  Conditional  Use  authorization  would  not  be  extended  or  modified  in 
any  way.  As  required  under  the  plan  approved  in  1985,  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West 
would  be  extended  south  of  Alana  Way  to  Harney  Way,  and  a  pedestrian  trail  would  be 
constructed  from  Executive  Park  Boulevard  North  up  the  hillside;  the  trails  would  connect  to 
Bayview  Hill  Park  if  authorized  by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department.  The  current 
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conditions  of  approval  would  remain  in  effect,  and  the  South  Bayshore  Area  Plan  would  not  be 
amended. 


If  the  No-Project  Alternative  were  implemented,  none  of  the  impacts  associated  with  the 
project  would  occur.  The  environmental  characteristics  of  this  alternative  would  be  generally 
as  described  in  the  environmental  setting  sections  of  Chapter  IV.  Land  use,  site  views,  and 
shadow  and  wind  conditions  would  not  change.  Future  transportation,  air  quality,  and  noise 
conditions  described  as  base  conditions  with  cumulative  development  would  occur  (see 
Chapter  IV),  but  without  the  project.  Therefore,  this  alternative  would  not  contribute  to 
significant  cumulative  transportation  or  air  quality  impacts.  Construction  of  the  hillside 
pedestrian  trail  required  under  the  Conditional  Use  authorization  could  result  in  environmental 
impacts  unforeseen  in  the  1985  FSEIR  in  that  such  a  trail  would  attract  people  and  their  pets  to 
a  City-designated  significant  natural  resource  area  in  Bayview  Hill  Park,  potentially  damaging 
special  status  plants  and  their  habitat.  The  C-2  use  district  designation  would  permit  additional 
commercial  or  residential  development  in  the  future. 


ALTERNATIVE  B:  REDUCED  DEVELOPMENT  (p.  149) 


The  Reduced  Development  Alternative  would  include  all  elements  of  Phase  1  of  the  proposed 
project  and  none  of  the  elements  of  Phase  2.  The  alternative  would  include  about  540,000  gsf 
of  office  space,  62,500  gsf  of  retail  and  restaurant  space  in  two  buildings  (OB4  and  OB5),  a 
parking  structure  for  about  1,550  cars,  and  about  263  residential  units  with  488  parking 
spaces.  This  alternative  would  not  include  a  hotel.  The  dimensions  and  locations  of  the 
buildings  in  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  those  envisioned  by  Phase  1  of  the  project. 
This  alternative  would  include  extending  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West  south  of  Alana  Way. 
Unlike  the  plan  approved  in  1985,  this  alternative  would  not  include  constructing  a  pedestrian 
trail  from  the  project  site  to  Bayview  Hill  Park. 
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The  Reduced  Development  Alternative  would  reduce  the  intensity  of  land  use  at  the  site 
compared  to  the  project  and  would  change  the  character  of  existing  development.  The 
alternative  would  change  the  visual  appearance  of  the  site,  but,  as  with  the  project,  would  not 
have  a  substantial  negative  effect  on  visual  quality  or  substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  views 
from  public  areas. 

The  Reduced  Development  Alternative  would  reduce  transportation  impacts  compared  to  the 
proposed  project;  intersections  would  operate  at  LOS  C  or  better  compared  to  intersections 
operating  at  LOS  D  or  better  under  the  proposed  project.  This  alternative  would  contribute 
about  1000  vehicle  trips  to  nearby  intersections  and  freeway  ramps,  about  one-half  of  the 
traffic  contributed  by  the  proposed  project,  or  about  13%  to  19%  of  the  cumulative  growth  at 
those  intersections  projected  to  operate  at  LOS  F  in  2015.  Therefore,  while  this  alternative 
would  contribute  substantially  less  traffic  than  the  proposed  project,  it  would  still  have  a 
considerable  contribution  to  significant  cumulative  traffic  impacts.  The  Reduced  Development 
Alternative  would  continue  to  exceed  BAAQMD  thresholds  for  ROG  and  NOx,  although  the 
exceedence  would  be  substantially  smaller  than  with  the  proposed  project.  The  alternative 
would  not  exceed  the  80-pounds-per-day  threshold  for  PM10  due  to  reduced  traffic  volumes. 
As  with  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  eliminate  the  pedestrian  trail  originally 
included  in  the  project  as  approved  in  1985,  thus  eliminating  potential  less-than-significant 
impacts  on  native  species  habitat,  as  discussed  in  Chapter  V  under  "Biology." 

The  Reduced  Development  Alternative  would  require  Planning  Commission  approval  to 
extend  and  modify  the  Conditional  Use  Authorization  beyond  the  end  of  1999.  Similar  to  the 
proposed  project,  implementation  of  this  alternative  could  require  amendments  to  the  South 
Bayshore  Area  Plan  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan. 

When  the  No  Project  Alternative  is  the  environmentally  superior  alternative,  CEQA  requires 
that  one  of  the  other  alternatives  be  designated  the  environmentally  superior  alternative.  The 
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Reduced  Development  Alternative  is  identified  as  the  environmentally  superior  alternative. 
The  alternative  would  result  in  the  same  cumulative  significant  unavoidable  adverse  impacts 
identified  for  the  project  (traffic  and  vehicular  air  pollution  emissions  impacts);  however,  this 
alternative  would  reduce  the  level  of  these  identified  impacts  (because  of  reduced  intensity  of 
development). 


F.  UNRESOLVED  ISSUES  AND  AREAS  OF  CONTROVERSY 


Unresolved  issues  related  to  the  Executive  Park  Development  Project  include  the  project  site 
plan  and  design  of  the  proposed  new  buildings.  The  site  plan  is  not  expected  to  change 
substantially;  however,  the  precise  location  of  the  proposed  hotel  on  both  sides  of  Thomas 
Mellon  Drive  has  not  been  established,  nor  has  the  precise  location  of  the  proposed  restaurant 
on  the  portion  of  the  site  south  of  Alana  Way.  The  proposed  commercial  and  residential 
buildings  have  not  yet  been  designed.  While  the  buildings  would  conform  with  the  required 
height,  bulk  and  setback  limits  established  for  the  project  site,  specific  designs  have  not  been 
prepared. 


The  total  amount  of  parking  for  the  project  has  not  been  resolved.  The  existing  authorizations 
for  the  project  limit  the  total  number  of  parking  spaces  for  both  the  residential  uses  and  the 
commercial  uses  on  the  project  site.  Limiting  parking  is  intended  to  encourage  a  shift  from 
single-occupant  automobiles  to  transit  and  multiple-occupant  vehicles.  Because  the  site  has 
relatively  little  transit  service,  it  is  possible  that  limiting  parking  could  induce  some  drivers  to 
park  in  Little  Hollywood,  a  nearby  residential  neighborhood,  affecting  the  neighborhood 
character.  A  variant  has  been  included  in  this  SEIR  providing  up  to  about  1,800  additional 
parking  spaces  on  the  Executive  Park  site,  and  a  mitigation  measure  is  included  to  provide  off- 
site  parking  with  shuttle  service  to  the  project  site. 
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The  nature  and  timing  of  cumulative  development  in  the  area  surrounding  the  project  site, 
including  the  proposed  new  49ers  Stadium  and  Candlestick  Point  retail/entertainment  project 
and  development  in  the  Brisbane  Bay  lands  area  west  of  U.S.  101,  were  not  known  at  the  time 
this  Draft  SEIR  was  published.  Assumptions  have  been  made  as  to  the  likely  amount  of 
development  for  purposes  of  preparing  a  cumulative  impacts  analysis.  The  cumulative 
transportation  analysis  shows  that  a  new  interchange  at  U.S.  101  may  be  needed  in  the  future 
if  all  development  assumed  by  the  year  2015  has  been  built  and  occupied.  Discussions  are 
being  held  among  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  the  City  of  Brisbane,  and  Caltrans, 
about  the  potential  configuration  of  such  an  interchange,  but  no  design,  funding  sources,  or 
schedule  have  been  established. 


NOTES  -  Summary 

1 .   The  project's  contribution  to  cumulative  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant  (i.e.,  less  than  3  dBA);  no 
significant  cumulative  project  impact  is  expected. 
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A.  BACKGROUND 

The  Executive  Park  project  site  is  located  at  the  southeastern  boundary  of  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco,  near  3Com  Park  Stadium  (formerly  known  as  Candlestick  Park).  Universal 
Paragon,  the  project  sponsor,  is  requesting  extension  of  the  termination  date  of  the  conditional 
use  authorization,  and  modification  of  the  conditions  of  project  approval,  as  issued  for  the 
project  in  October  1985.  Aside  from  modifications  to  the  conditions  of  approval,  the  proposed 
project  is  substantially  the  same  as  the  project  approved  in  1985. 


The  project  analyzed  in  the  Executive  Park  Development  Plan  Amendment  Final  Subsequent 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (81.197E,  certified  October  17,  1985)("1985  FSEIR")  was  a 
development  program  for  the  Executive  Park  site,  which  included  1,644,000  sq.  ft.  of  office 
space,  a  350-room  hotel  totaling  234,000  sq.  ft.,  50,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail  and  restaurant  space, 
600  dwelling  units  totaling  425,000  sq.  ft.,  and  about  5,270  parking  spaces.  The  Planning 
Commission  ultimately  approved  a  project  that  at  total  build-out  included  about  1.6  million 
square  feet  of  office  space,  234,000  square  feet  of  hotel  space  (350  rooms),  50,000  square  feet 
of  retail  space,  425,000  square  feet  of  residential  space  (600  units),  and  4,135  parking  spaces. 
The  approved  program  amended  a  development  program  approved  in  1976;  the  1985  program 
included  a  larger  Town  Center,  relocating  a  hotel  from  the  north  central  portion  of  the  site  to 
the  south  central  portion  of  the  site,  and  eliminating  a  funicular  and  hillside  restaurant. 


The  Addendum  to  the  1985  FSEIR  (90.299E,  dated  February  13,  1992)("1992  Addendum"), 
primarily  evaluated  modification  of  the  residential  component  of  the  project,  concluding  that 
no  new  significant  impacts  would  result.  The  Planning  Commission  modified  the 
authorization  to  change  the  composition  of  the  600  residential  units  from  predominantly 
studios  and  one-bedroom  units  to  predominantly  multi-bedroom  units,  resulting  in  approval  of 
up  to  600  dwelling  units  totaling  850,000  sq.  ft.,  and  to  permit  a  health  club/restaurant  of 
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35,000  sq.  ft.  and  a  day  care  center  of  10,000  sq.  ft.,  and  to  permit  approximately  120  more 
parking  spaces  for  the  larger  residential  units.  The  total  development  program  currently 
authorized  for  Executive  Park  includes  1.6  million  square  feet  of  office  space,  234,000  square 
feet  (350  rooms)  of  hotel  space,  50,000  square  feet  of  retail  space,  850,000  square  feet  of 
residential  space  (up  to  600  units),  and  4,255  parking  spaces  (non-residential  plus  residential). 
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Development  on  the  71-acre  site  currently  consists  of  three  buildings  with  320,000  sq.  ft.  of 
office  space,  2,500  sq.  ft.  of  retail  uses,  and  about  797  surface  parking  spaces  (see  Figure  2, 
p.  6).  A  design  for  Office  Building  4  was  approved,  but  was  not  constructed.  Currently 
under  construction,  and  scheduled  for  completion  in  2000,  are  287  residential  units  with  532 
parking  spaces  in  five  buildings. 

The  Planning  Department  has  determined  that  a  Supplemental  EIR  is  required  for  review  of 
remaining  portions  of  the  project  due  to  changed  circumstances  in  the  area.  The  Supplemental 
EIR  updates  the  description  of  existing  conditions,  and  re-assesses  impacts  for  impact  areas 
with  changed  methodologies  and  baseline  conditions,  including  transportation,  air  quality,  and 
noise.  The  SEIR  also  assesses  proposed  modifications  to  the  project  conditions  of  approval  and 
includes  a  future  analysis  year  beyond  that  included  in  the  original  EIR.  Environmental  effects 
determined  not  to  be  significant  are  addressed  in  Chapter  V  of  the  SEIR. 

Pursuant  to  CEQA  Section  21061,  the  Supplemental  EIR  will  use  and  reference,  to  the  extent 
possible,  information  contained  in  the  1985  FSEIR.  Copies  of  the  1985  FSEIR  and  the  1992 
Addendum  are  available  for  review  at  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission 
Street.  The  information  from  the  1985  FSEIR  that  is  incorporated  by  reference  in  this  SEIR  is 
summarized  in  the  relevant  sections. 

The  analysis  in  the  SEIR  is  carried  out  using  a  baseline  that  is  different  from  the  summer  1999 
existing  conditions.  The  baseline  adds  to  existing  conditions  the  287  housing  units  and  related 
parking  presently  under  construction;  the  remaining  263  residential  units  and  488  parking 
spaces  are  analyzed  as  part  of  the  proposed  project.  This  baseline  was  developed  in  order  to 
account  for  conditions  that  will  be  existing  once  current  construction  is  complete. 
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B.  DIFFERENCES  COMPARED  WITH  PREVIOUS  PROJECT 


The  proposed  project  is  substantially  the  same  as  the  project  approved  in  1985.  Modifications 
to  the  1985  project  include  the  following: 

•  The  retail  and  restaurant  uses  would  be  distributed  more  evenly  among  the  office 
buildings  rather  than  being  concentrated  at  Office  Buildings  6  and  7; 

•  Revegetation,  primarily  with  native  planting  of  the  south  face  of  Bayview  Hill  and 
preservation  in  its  natural  state  would  occur  in  lieu  of  developing  new  trails  to 
Bayview  Hill  Park  up  the  face  of  the  hill; 

•  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West  may  not  be  extended  south  of  Alana  Way  to  Harney 
Way  parallel  to  U.S.  101; 

•  A  total  of  550  residential  units  are  proposed  instead  of  600  residential  units;  and 

•  Additional  parking  of  up  to  1,870  spaces  is  likely  to  be  sought  by  the  project  sponsor 
(see  "Increased  Parking  Variant"  on  p.  10). 
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A.  SPONSOR'S  OBJECTIVES 

The  project  sponsor,  Universal  Paragon,  is  requesting  an  extension  of  the  termination  date 
beyond  December  1999  and  modification  of  the  Conditional  Use  Authorization  in  order  to 
complete  the  project  already  approved  by  the  City  Planning  Commission.  The  sponsor's 
objectives  for  the  project  have  not  changed.  The  sponsor's  objectives  remain  those  of 
providing  office  space  outside  the  San  Francisco  Central  Business  District  with  retail  and 
hotel/meeting  support  facilities  that  will  attract  new  businesses  to  San  Francisco  and  retain 
those  that  might  otherwise  consider  a  less  expensive  suburban  location,  as  well  as  to  provide 
residences  near  sources  of  employment  with  retail  support. 


B.  PROJECT  AREA  LOCATION 


The  71 -acre  project  area  is  situated  near  the  southeastern  boundary  of  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco,  with  about  one  acre  of  area  located  in  San  Mateo  County  (see  Figure  1).  The 
remaining  development  would  occur  on  about  half  of  the  project  area,  which  includes  portions 
of  Lots  75,  85,  86  and  88/90  of  Assessor's  Block  4991,  and  Lots  24,  61,  and  65  of  Assessor's 
Block  153.  Development  would  occur  in  four  areas:  north  of  Executive  Park  Boulevard  North 
in  existing  parking  lots,  on  both  sides  of  Thomas  Mellon  Drive,  south  of  Alana  Way,  and 
south  of  Crescent  Way  in  the  residential  portion  of  the  site  (see  Figure  2).  Most  of  the 
development  would  occur  in  the  area  bounded  on  the  north  by  Bayview  Park;  on  the  west  by 
U.S.  101  (the  Bay  shore  Freeway);  on  the  south  by  Executive  Park  Boulevard  North;  and  on 
the  east  by  the  287  residential  units  in  the  project  currently  under  construction.  As  in  the  1985 
FSEIR,  this  portion  of  the  project  area  would  be  the  location  of  the  remaining  office  buildings, 
parking  garages,  and  remaining  residential  units.  The  350-room  hotel  would  continue  to  be 
located  along  both  sides  of  Thomas  Mellon  Drive,  just  north  of  Harney  Way.  The 
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FIGURE  2:  SITE  PLAN 


III.  Project  Description 


5,000-gross-square-foot  (gsf)  restaurant  would  be  built  south  of  Alana  Way  on  Block  153 
The  remainder  of  Block  4991  is  occupied  by  existing  Office  Buildings  1,2,  and  3  (OBI, 
OB2,  and  OB3),  and  by  the  287  residential  units  to  the  east  currently  under  construction. 


The  Bayview  Hunters  Point  residential  neighborhood  is  located  north  of  the  site  beyond 
Bayview  Hill.  Blanken  Avenue  connects  the  project  site  to  areas  west  of  U.S.  101  via  a  tunnel 
under  the  highway.  Visitacion  Valley  is  located  to  the  northwest  of  the  project  site,  Little 
Hollywood  is  located  directly  west,  and  Brisbane  Baylands  is  located  to  the  southwest.  U.S. 
101  provides  direct  access  from  the  site  to  downtown  San  Francisco,  located  about  six  miles  to 
the  north,  and  to  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  located  about  six  miles  to  the  south. 
The  stadium  known  as  3Com  Park  and  the  Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation  Area  are  located 
east  of  the  project  area;  San  Francisco  Bay  is  located  directly  south  and  east. 


The  site  is  in  the  C-2  (Community  Business)  Planning  Code  Use  district,  in  which  the 
allowable  Floor  Area  Ratio  (FAR)  is  3.6:1.  The  site  has  a  variety  of  Height  and  Bulk 
designations,  ranging  from  40-X  to  200-1.  Generally,  the  new  office  buildings  are  within  100- 
G  to  200-1  Height  and  Bulk  Districts,  the  hotel  is  within  the  80-X  Height  and  Bulk  District, 
the  parking  garages  are  within  the  40-X  Height  and  Bulk  District  and  the  residential  units  are 
within  the  60-X  and  80-X  Height  and  Bulk  Districts.  Within  the  height  and  bulk  districts,  the 
number  indicates  the  maximum  allowable  height  and  the  letter  refers  to  the  bulk  limitations. 
No  bulk  limits  apply  to  "X"  districts;  in  the  G,  H,  and  I  bulk  districts,  the  maximum 
permitted  facade  width  is  170  feet,  and  the  maximum  diagonal  dimension  length  is  200.  These 
dimensions  apply  above  a  building  height  of  80  feet  in  the  G  bulk  district,  above  100  feet  in 
the  H  bulk  district,  and  above  150  feet  in  the  I  bulk  district. 


C.  PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS 

The  project  to  be  developed  includes  a  total  of  about  1.324  million  gsf  of  office  space,  57,500 
gsf  of  retail  and  restaurant  space,  a  25, 000-gsf  health  club,  a  10,000-gsf  day  care  center, 
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parking  for  about  2,438  vehicles  (or  more,  with  the  Increased  Parking  Variant  discussed 
below),  a  hotel  with  350  rooms,  and  about  263  residential  units  with  about  488  parking 
spaces.  The  project  is  planned  to  be  built  in  two  phases.  Table  1  provides  a  summary  of  floor 
area  by  use  and  phasing. 

Phase  1  would  include  about  540,000  gsf  of  office  space,  about  62,500  gsf  of  other 
commercial  space  in  two  buildings  (OB4  and  OB5),  a  parking  structure  for  about  1,550  cars, 
and  about  263  residential  units  with  about  488  parking  spaces.  OB4  is  proposed  to  include 
315,000  gsf  of  office  space,  a  10,000-gsf  day  care  center,  a  25, 000-gsf  health  club,  a  10,000- 
gsf  restaurant,  and  5,000  gsf  of  retail  space.  The  health  club  and  child  care  center  would  be 
open  to  the  public;  however,  it  is  anticipated  that  most  users  would  be  employees  and  residents 
of  Executive  Park. 

OB5  would  include  225,000  gsf  of  office  space  and  about  12,500  gsf  of  retail  space.  OB4  and 
OB5  would  be  built  in  the  northwest  corner  of  the  project  area,  with  a  north-south  access  road, 
Crescent  Place,  between  OB4  and  OB5  leading  to  the  parking  structure  in  the  rear.  Crescent 
Way,  an  east- west  access  road  north  of  and  paralleling  Executive  Park  Boulevard  North, 
would  also  be  constructed  in  this  phase.  The  263  residential  units  would  be  constructed  in 
two,  four-  to  eight-story  buildings  with  one  to  two  levels  of  parking  underneath,  in  the 
northeast  portion  of  the  project  site.  Based  on  the  unit  types  of  the  residences  now  under 
construction,  the  new  residential  buildings  would  include  about  60  one-bedroom  units,  about 
70  two-bedroom  units,  about  65  three-bedroom  units,  and  about  70  four-bedroom  units.1 
About  1.8  parking  spaces  would  be  provided  per  unit.  Crescent  Way  would  circle  around  the 
new  residential  buildings  and  connect  to  the  intersection  of  Executive  Park  Boulevard  North 
and  Executive  Park  Boulevard  East. 

Phase  2  would  include  784,000  gsf  of  office  space  and  30,000  gsf  of  retail  and  restaurant 
space,  a  hotel,  and  parking  for  about  888  cars.  The  office  and  retail  space  in  Phase  2  would 
be  constructed  in  two  or  three  buildings  (OB6,  OB7,  and  OB8).  The  5,000  gsf  restaurant 
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would  be  built  on  the  lot  south  of  Alana  Way.  Phase  2  would  also  include  a  350-room  hotel 
and  parking  for  350  vehicles  on  both  sides  of  Thomas  Mellon  Drive,  just  north  of  Harney 
Way.  The  Phase  2  office  buildings  would  be  located  north  of  Executive  Park  Boulevard 
North,  on  either  side  of  a  newly  extended  Thomas  Mellon  Drive;  the  second  parking  structure 
would  be  located  west  of  Thomas  Mellon  Drive  and  north  of  Crescent  Way. 


INCREASED  PARKING  VARIANT 


The  project  sponsor  may  also  seek  approval  to  develop  parking  in  addition  to  that  currently 
authorized  to  meet  projected  demand  from  commercial  development.  Additional  parking  could 
be  developed  on  either  side  of  Thomas  Mellon  Drive,  under  or  immediately  adjacent  to  OB6 
or  OB7  (or  OB8).  If  the  additional  parking  were  included  in  OB6  and  OB7,  the  buildings 
could  be  taller,  and  would  continue  to  conform  with  the  height  and  bulk  requirements  of  the 
project  site,  currently  200-1  in  that  location.  Parking  developed  adjacent  to  the  proposed  office 
buildings  would  be  similar  to  structures  already  approved  for  that  purpose  in  those  locations. 
The  estimated  amount  of  additional  non-residential  parking  potentially  sought  is  1,405  to 
1,870  spaces. 


RESIDENTIAL  VARIANT 


To  address  the  issue  of  housing  needs  in  San  Francisco,  the  Residential  Variant  would 
substitute  258  additional  housing  units  for  the  350-room  hotel  that  is  part  of  the  proposed 
project.  The  hotel  would  be  eliminated  from  the  proposed  project,  and  258  residential  units 
would  be  added  to  the  project  site,  for  a  total  of  521  (263  Phase  1  and  2  +  258  Residential 
Variant)  new  residential  units.  Given  that  the  number  of  new  residential  units  would 
approximately  double,  it  is  assumed  that  the  total  new  residential  square  footage  also  would 
approximately  double  compared  to  the  proposed  project.  Including  the  287  units  under 
construction,  there  would  be  a  total  of  808  residential  units  at  Executive  Park  under  this 
variant. 
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It  is  assumed  that  the  additional  258  residential  units  would  be  accommodated  in  additional 
floors  and  structures  somewhere  on  the  project  site  east  of  Thomas  Mellon  Drive  and  not 
necessarily  at  the  vacated  hotel  site.  An  additional  387  parking  spaces  for  the  258  units  would 
be  provided  under  this  variant  for  a  total  supply  of  875  (488  Phase  1  and  2  plus  387 
Residential  Variant)  residential  spaces.  The  additional  dwelling  units  and  associated  parking 
would  be  constructed  as  part  of  Phase  2,  as  assumed  for  the  hotel  in  the  proposed  project.  All 
other  elements  of  Phase  1  and  Phase  2  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  retained  under  this 
variant.  It  is  assumed  that  no  office  space  or  parking  proposed  under  the  project  would  be 
displaced  by  the  new  residential  units.  As  with  the  Reduced  Development  Alternative,  the 
Residential  Variant  would  not  fulfill  the  project  sponsor's  objective  to  provide  hotel/meeting 
support  facilities,  but  would  better  meet  the  objective  of  building  residences  near  sources  of 
employment. 


DESIGN  CONCEPT 


The  project  area  layout — with  graduated  building  height  and  bulk  districts  for  the  offices  and 
residences— is  intended  to  preserve  Bayview  Hill  as  a  dominant  feature  of  the  site. 
Immediately  adjacent  to  U.S.  101,  OB4  would  be  permitted  up  to  100  feet  in  height;  Figure  3 
shows  a  cross-section  of  OB4  with  the  parking  garage  immediately  behind  and  terraced  into 
the  hill.  OB5  would  be  permitted  up  to  140  feet,  and  the  tallest  office  buildings,  OB6  and 
OB7,  would  be  permitted  up  to  200  feet,  with  OB8  permitted  up  to  165  feet;  the  residential 
buildings  would  be  permitted  up  to  60  and  80  feet  respectively;  and  the  hotel  would  be 
permitted  up  to  80  feet.  Actual  office  and  residential  building  heights  would  probably  be 
lower  than  the  height  limits,  generally  stepping  up  from  the  east  and  west  sides  to  the  center. 
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III.  Project  Description 


The  bulk  districts  would  similarly  permit  a  maximum  facade  width  of  170  feet  and  a  maximum 
diagonal  length  of  200  foot  above  80,  100,  and  150  feet,  respectively  from  west  to  east.  The 
residential  buildings,  hotel,  and  Alana  Way  restaurant  would  not  have  bulk  limits.  The  height 
and  bulk  restrictions  are  intended  to  preserve  views  of  Bayview  Hill  above  the  200  foot 
elevation;  the  hill  reaches  an  elevation  of  about  350  feet  within  the  project  area.  It  is  likely 
that  most  office  buildings  would  be  oriented  with  their  long  exposures  along  a  north/south 
axis;  OB4  and  OB8  and  the  residential  buildings  could  have  their  long  exposures  located  along 
an  east- west  axis  (see  Figure  2).  Retail  and  restaurant  facilities  would  be  located  at  ground 
level  in  the  office  buildings,  accessible  on  foot  to  both  office  workers  and  nearby  residents. 

As  discussed  in  Chapter  II,  Introduction,  p.  3,  the  current  project  proposes  modification  of  the 
Conditional  Use  Authorization.  In  the  1985  project,  all  office  buildings  were  arranged  with 
their  long  exposures  along  a  north-south  axis;  this  proposal  would  likely  change  the  orientation 
of  OB4  and  OB8  with  their  long  exposures  along  an  east-west  axis.  In  the  previous  project, 
the  retail  and  restaurant  uses  were  concentrated  in  Office  Buildings  6  and  7;  this  project  would 
distribute  the  retail  uses  more  evenly  among  the  office  buildings.  The  previous  project 
included  a  hillside  trail  plan  for  the  south  face  of  Bayview  Hill;  the  revised  project  would 
eliminate  this  trail  and  substitute  natural  landscaping  improvements  to  Bayview  Hill  (see  pages 
123-124  for  a  discussion  of  the  hillside  trails).  In  the  previous  project,  Executive  Park 
Boulevard  West  was  required  to  be  extended  south  of  Alana  Way  to  Harney  Way  prior  to  a 
certificate  of  occupancy  for  the  residential  uses;  this  extension  has  not  occurred,  and  in  this 
project,  the  roadway  is  not  proposed  to  be  extended  prior  to  a  determination  on  whether  a  new 
freeway  interchange  is  to  be  constructed  in  the  same  location.  If  a  new  interchange  is  not  to 
be  constructed  in  a  reasonable  time  frame,  the  Project  Sponsor  favors  the  existing 
configuration.  If  an  extension  is  needed,  the  sponsor  has  proposed  a  preferred  alternative 
design  for  the  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West  extension  that  would  eliminate  Alana  Way  west 
of  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West,  and  extend  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West  to  Harney 
Way  at  a  location  about  half-way  between  the  freeway  off-ramp  and  the  intersection  with 
Thomas  Mellon  Drive.  This  alternative  design  is  described  in  more  detail  in  Section  IV. B, 
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Transportation,  below.  The  Project  Sponsor  may  request  modification  of  conditions  of 
approval  that  require  a  25  %  contribution  to  street  widenings  and  other  circulation 
improvements  proposed  west  of  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West.  Last,  the  Project  Sponsor 
may  also  request  approval  to  have  additional  nonresidential  parking  as  indicated  above. 

SITE  ACCESS,  CIRCULATION,  PARKING  AND  LOADING 

The  principal  access  to  the  project  area  is  via  U.S.  101.  From  the  south,  vehicles  exit 
U.S.  101  at  the  Harney  Way  off-ramp.  From  the  north,  access  from  U.S.  101  is  via  the 
Beatty  Avenue  off-ramp  to  Alana  Way  under  U.S.  101  (see  Figure  1).  Vehicles  approaching 
the  project  area  from  the  west  via  Bayshore  Boulevard  can  use  Beatty  Avenue  or  Blanken 
Avenue.  Vehicles  coming  from  the  Bayview-Hunters  Point  area  via  Jamestown  Avenue 
Extension  use  Harney  Way.  On-site  vehicular  travel  proceeds  from  Alana  Way  and  Harney 
Way  via  Executive  Park  Boulevard  and  Thomas  Mellon  Drive. 

Pedestrian  circulation  is  concentrated  on  sidewalks  along  Thomas  Mellon  Drive  and  east/west 
along  Executive  Park  Boulevard  North  and  Crescent  Way.  Additional  pedestrian  circulation 
areas  would  be  provided  along  the  perimeters  of  the  new  building  sites  and  along  an  east-west 
corridor  within  the  office  sites. 

As  discussed  above,  Phases  1  and  2  would  add  about  2,438  parking  spaces  at  full  buildout  to 
the  797  existing  surface  parking  spaces,  which  have  been  constructed  for  OBI,  OB2,  and 
OB3,  and  would  add  about  488  garage  spaces  to  the  under-construction  532  garage  spaces  for 
the  residential  portion  of  the  project.  The  commercial  part  of  the  project  would  include  21 
loading  spaces  for  the  office  buildings  at  buildout,  an  addition  of  13  to  those  already 
developed.  One  elevator  in  the  elevator  bank  would  be  designated  as  a  freight  elevator  in  each 
office  building.  Each  new  residential  building  may  include  one  loading  space  for  service, 
delivery  and  trash  pick-up,  pursuant  to  Section  152  of  the  Planning  Code;  no  loading  has  been 
required  for  residential  uses  in  the  project's  Conditional  Use  authorizations. 
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PROJECT  SCHEDULE  AND  PHASING 


0B4  and  0B5,  including  the  health  club,  day  care  center,  and  restaurant  are  proposed  to  begin 
construction  in  1999  and  to  be  completed  by  2001.  The  parking  structure  to  serve  OB4  and 
OB5  and  the  remaining  residential  units  and  related  parking  would  also  be  completed  by  2001 . 

Phase  2,  comprised  of  OB6,  OB7  (and  potentially  OB8),  is  proposed  to  begin  construction  as 
early  as  2002,  with  completion  of  construction  by  2004,  but  possibly  as  late  as  2006. 
Development  of  the  hotel  and  related  parking  is  projected  to  be  completed  by  2004,  as  part  of 
Phase  2,  or  as  late  as  2006. 


LANDSCAPING 


Landscaping  would  occur  concurrently  with  building  phases.  Hillside  planting  and 
hydroseeding  programs  have  begun  during  development  of  OBI,  OB2  and  OB3,  and  would 
continue  throughout  construction  of  the  project.  During  development  of  the  project,  the 
interiors  and  perimeters  of  building  clusters  would  be  landscaped. 

The  hillside  planting  would  be  a  combination  of  trees  and  shrubs,  cascading  plants  and  ground 
covers  which  would  be  predominately  California  native  plants.  A  variety  of  plants  would  be 
used  to  create  a  natural  appearance,  and  to  provide  a  selection  of  plants  that  would  be  best 
suited  to  varying  soil  types  found  on  the  hillside. 


D.  PROJECT  COSTS 


All  project  construction  costs  and  rental  rates  are  estimated  in  1998  dollars.  Project 
development  costs  (excluding  residential)  would  total  about  $192  million.  The  hotel  is 
expected  to  cost  about  $42  million.  The  cost  for  the  residential  portion  of  the  project  is 
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estimated  to  total  about  $35.5  million.  These  costs  and  prices  are  expected  to  rise  with 
inflation  throughout  the  five-year  buildout  of  the  project. 

E.  APPROVALS  REQUIRED 


Following  a  public  hearing  on  this  Draft  Supplemental  EIR  before  the  City  Planning 
Commission,  responses  to  all  written  and  oral  comments  will  be  prepared.  Revisions  to  the 
Draft  Supplemental  EIR  (Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses)  will  be  reviewed  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission  and  the  Final  SEIR  certified  as  complete. 


Pursuant  to  the  existing  authorization,  the  project  would  require  Planning  Commission 
approval  to  extend  the  Conditional  Use  authorization  beyond  December  1999.  The  project  and 
its  modifications  to  the  conditions  of  approval  may  require  amendments  to  the  South  Bayshore 
Area  Plan  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan.  The  precise  nature  of  General  Plan 
amendments  has  not  yet  been  determined;  however,  they  would  be  limited  in  scope.  For 
example,  possible  amendments  may  include  amendment  or  deletion  of  Figure  20,  amendment 
of  Policy  19.6  related  to  the  hillside  trail,  and  possibly  amendment  of  Policy  19.8  if  the 
parking  variant  were  approved.  The  proposed  project  may  also  require  amendment  or 
clarification  of  Policy  19.7,  which  establishes  a  long-term  goal  that  at  least  seventy  (70) 
percent  of  subarea  employees  commute  by  transit,  ridesharing,  or  some  mode  alternative  to 
single-occupant  vehicle.  Amendments  to  the  South  Bayshore  Plan  would  require  the  approval 
of  the  Planning  Commission  and  consideration  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  Following 
reauthorization  of  the  Conditional  Use  permit  and  approval  of  any  amendments  to  the  General 
Plan  required,  implementation  of  the  project  would  require  issuance  of  site  and  building 
permits  from  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection,  approval  of  subdivision  maps  and  street 
design  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  and  review  and  possible  issuance  of  a  permit  by 
the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission.  Should  the  sponsor  wish 
to  proceed  with  the  hotel  portion  of  the  project  as  part  of  Phase  2,  a  conditional  use 
authorization  would  be  required  from  the  Planning  Commission  pursuant  to  Planning  Code 
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sections  217  (b)  and  303(f).  The  specific  information  required  in  Section  303(f)  to  support  the 
conditional  use  for  a  hotel  would  be  supplied  at  the  time  such  an  application  is  filed  with  the 
Planning  Department.  Some  transportation  mitigation  measures  discussed  in  Section  VI, 
Mitigation  Measures  Proposed  to  Minimize  Potential  Adverse  Impacts  of  the  Project,  would 
require  additional  approvals  by  Cal trans  and  by  the  City  of  Brisbane,  as  noted  in  that  section. 

In  November  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  approved  Proposition  M,  the  Accountable 
Planning  Initiative,  which  established  eight  Priority  Planning  Policies.  The  policies,  contained 
in  Section  101.1  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  are:  1)  preservation  and  enhancement  of 
neighborhood-serving  retail  uses;  2)  protection  of  neighborhood  character;  3)  preservation  and 
enhancement  of  affordable  housing;  4)  discouragement  of  commuter  automobiles;  5)  protection 
of  industrial  and  service  land  uses  from  commercial  office  development  and  enhancement 
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of  resident  employment  and  business  ownership;  6)  earthquake  preparedness;  7)  landmark  and 
historic  building  preservation;  and  8)  protection  of  open  space.  Before  issuing  a  permit  for 
any  project  or  adopting  any  legislation  that  requires  an  Initial  Study  under  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act,  or  adopting  any  zoning  ordinance  or  development  agreement,  and 
before  taking  any  action  which  requires  a  finding  of  consistency  with  the  General  Plan,  the 
City  is  required  to  find  that  the  proposed  project  or  legislation  is  consistent  with  the  Priority 
Policies. 


NOTES  -  Project  Description 

1.         Under-construction  units  equal  287  [62  one-bedroom  units  (21.6%);  77  two-bedroom  units  (26.8%);  70 
three-bedroom  units  (24.4%);  and  78  four-bedroom  units  (27.2%)].  New  units  would  equal  263 
[21.6%  one-bedroom  units  (57);  26.8%  two-bedroom  units  (70);  24.4%  three-bedroom  units  (64);  and 
27.2%  four-bedroom  units  (72)]. 
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The  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  determined  that  a  Supplemental  EIR  was  required  for 
build-out  of  remaining  portions  of  the  Executive  Park  project  due  to  changed  circumstances  in 
the  area.  In  addition  to  discussing  these  changes,  this  SEIR  also  considers  proposed  extension 
of  the  project  authorization  beyond  December  1999  and  modification  of  several  conditions  of 
approval. 


Effects  of  the  project  which  were  evaluated  in  the  1985  FSEIR  and  determined  to  require  little 
or  no  additional  analyses  are  discussed  in  Chapter  V,  as  follows:  visual  quality;  population; 
noise  (except  traffic  noise);  air  quality  (except  transportation-related  air  quality);  shadows; 
wind;  utilities  and  public  services;  biology;  geology  and  topography;  energy  and  natural 
resources;  hazards;  and  cultural  resources.  Impacts  in  these  areas  are  either  considered  less 
than  significant  or  would  be  reduced  to  less-than-significant  levels  by  mitigation  measures 
included  in  the  project.  Land  use  changes  were  also  determined  to  be  insignificant  and  to 
require  no  further  analysis;  however,  this  topic  is  included  in  the  Setting  and  Impacts  chapter 
to  orient  and  inform  the  reader.  Transportation,  transportation-related  air  quality,  traffic 
noise,  and  sewer  capacity  and  wastewater  treatment  issues  are  analyzed  below,  following  the 
Land  Use,  Plans  and  Zoning  subsection. 


A.  LAND  USE,  PLANS  AND  ZONING 
SETTING 


LAND  USE 
Existing  Uses  On-Site 

The  project  site  is  the  relatively  isolated  triangular  area  bounded  by  Bayview  Hill  to  the  north, 
U.S.  101  to  the  west,  San  Francisco  Bay  to  the  south,  and  3Com  Park  to  the  east.  The  project 
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proposes  construction  on  about  half  of  the  71-acre  project  site,  composed  of  portions  of  Lots 
75,  85,  86,  and  88/90  of  Assessor's  Block  4991,  and  Lots  24,  61,  and  65  of  Assessor's  Block 
153.  The  office  buildings,  parking  structures,  and  residential  buildings  would  be  built  on  Lot 
88/90,  located  north  of  Executive  Park  Boulevard  North,  which  contains  an  asphalt-paved 
parking  area  as  well  as  vacant  terraced  hillside  areas.  The  hotel  would  be  built  on  portions  of 
Lots  75,  85,  and  86,  which  are  located  on  both  sides  of  Thomas  Mellon  Drive;  the  area 
currently  provides  surface  parking  as  well  as  landscaped  grassy  areas.  The  restaurant  would 
be  built  on  Lots  24,  61,  and  65,  which  comprise  the  vacant  land  south  of  Alana  Way.  This 
vacant  land,  which  is  predominantly  in  the  City  of  Brisbane  in  San  Mateo  County,  is  used  for 
informal  parking  for  some  events  at  3Com  Park;  as  the  compacted  dirt  or  paved  surface  is 
marked  with  parking  stripes. 

Existing  uses  on-site  include  three  two-  and  three-story  office  buildings  of  about  320,000  sq. 
ft.  and  about  800  surface  parking  spaces  in  the  middle  of  the  site.  About  287  dwelling  units 
are  under  construction  on  the  east  end  of  the  site.  Since  publication  of  the  1985  FSEIR,  little 
change  is  apparent  on  the  project  site:  the  trees  lining  Executive  Park  Boulevard  North  have 
grown  to  about  50-60  feet  in  height;  and  the  upper  reaches  of  the  hillside  have  been 
revegetated,  while  the  lower  reaches  of  the  hillside  have  been  paved.  On  the  eastern  end  of 
the  site,  construction  is  underway  on  five  multi-family  residential  buildings. 

Existing  Surrounding  Uses 

The  site  is  located  on  the  south  side  of  Bayview  Hill,  west  of  the  recreational  and  open  space 
uses  of  3Com  Park  and  Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation  Area,  and  east  of  the  Little 
Hollywood  and  Visitacion  Valley  residential  neighborhoods,  as  shown  in  Figure  4.  Industrial 
and  commercial  uses  are  located  to  the  north  and  to  the  south  of  the  site.  Office  developments 
south  of  the  site  include  Oyster  Point,  which  contains,  four  or  five  buildings  totaling  about 
487,000  square  feet  and  Sierra  Point,  which  consists  of  two  office  buildings  totaling 
approximately  303,000  square  feet. 
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Since  publication  of  the  1985  SEIR,  improvements  have  been  made  to  Candlestick  Point  State 
Recreation  Area,  located  to  the  east  and  south  of  the  project  site  as  the  state  park  curves 
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around  3Com  Park  and  follows  the  shoreline.  Amenities  include  turfed  fields,  baseball 
backstops,  picnic  tables,  and  passive  recreational  features.  The  Bay  Trail,  a  bike  trail  and 
pedestrian  pathway,  has  been  established  along  the  adjacent  shoreline.  The  Bay  Trail  extends 
both  south  and  north  of  the  project  area. 

There  has  been  little  change  in  other  surrounding  uses  since  1985.  One  clarification  is  the  mix 
of  industrial  and  commercial  uses  with  residential  use  in  the  area  between  Third  Street  and 
Ingalls  Street,  north  of  Gilman  Avenue.  This  area  was  shown  as  predominantly  residential  in 
1985.  The  relocation  of  the  San  Francisco  Giants  baseball  team  to  a  new  ballpark  in  China 
Basin,  planned  for  April  2000,  is  a  notable  recent  development;  this  will  reduce  the  number  of 
normally  scheduled  "game  days"  from  about  90  to  about  12.  The  San  Francisco  49ers  will 
continue  to  play  about  eleven  to  twelve  home  games  per  season.  Other  surrounding  land  uses 
appear  to  have  changed  little.  To  the  north  and  west,  the  predominantly  single-family  homes 
of  the  residential  communities  of  Visitacion  Valley  and  Little  Hollywood  remain  unchanged. 
Bayshore  Boulevard,  Third  Street,  and  Leland  Avenue  remain  the  primary  commercial 
corridors  in  the  project  vicinity.  Southwest  of  the  project  site,  light  industrial  and  industrial 
uses  such  as  Norcal  Resources  Management  Company  and  Sanitary  Fill  Company  characterize 
the  areas  south  of  Sunnydale  Avenue,  including  Brisbane  Baylands  and  Sierra  Point  in  the  City 
of  Brisbane.  3Com  Park  is  east  of  the  project  site,  across  Jamestown  Avenue.  Bayview  Park 
sits  atop  Bayview  Hill  and  forms  the  northern  boundary  of  the  project  site. 

Proposed  Development  in  the  Project  Vicinity 


There  are  a  number  of  development  proposals  under  consideration  in  the  project  vicinity. 
They  include:  the  49ers  Stadium  and  retail/entertainment  center  project,  which  would  demolish 
the  existing  stadium,  build  a  new  75,000-seat  stadium,  and  construct  a  retail/entertainment 
center  of  about  1.4  million  occupied  sq.  ft.;  re-use  of  the  500-acre  Hunters  Point  Naval 
Shipyard  to  accommodate  1.8  million  sq.  ft.  of  residential  and  live/work  uses,  1.15  million  sq. 
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ft.  of  mixed  use,  555,600  sq.  ft.  of  cultural/educational  uses,  312,000  sq.  ft.  of  research  and 
development  uses,  and  1.135  million  sq.  ft.  of  industrial  uses1;  a  proposed  108,000  sq.  ft. 
Home  Depot  at  Bay  shore  Boulevard  between  Raymond  and  Sunny  dale;  200  residential  units  on 
Jamestown  Avenue  on  the  north  side  of  Bayview  Hill;  the  Fitch  Street  Bridge  which  would 
connect  the  north  and  south  sides  of  South  Basin;  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail  line,  which  will 
extend  light  rail  from  Chinatown  through  downtown  San  Francisco  and  the  Visitacion  Valley 
area  to  the  San  Francisco  -  San  Mateo  County  line;  and,  in  the  City  of  Brisbane,  Brisbane 
Baylands,  which  is  proposed  to  include  about  1.5  million  sq.  ft.  of  retail  uses  and  about 
650,000  -  750,000  sq.  ft.  of  research  and  development  and  high  technology  uses  in  its  first 
phase  of  development2,  and  Sierra  Point,  which  is  proposed  as  a  redevelopment  area.  The 
survey  area  for  a  proposed  Bayview-Hunters  Point  Redevelopment  Plan  extends  from  Islais 
Creek,  north  of  the  project  site,  south  to  the  City  boundary,  including  the  49ers  Stadium  and 
Retail/Entertainment  Center  site  as  well  as  the  Executive  Park  project  site. 

PLANS 

South  Bayshore  Plan 

The  project  site  is  located  within  the  area  covered  by  the  South  Bayshore  Plan,  an  Area  Plan  of 
the  San  Francisco  General  Plan.  The  plan  covers  the  area  bounded  by  Cesar  Chavez  (formerly 
Army)  Street  and  Islais  Creek  Channel  to  the  north,  U.S.  101  to  the  west,  the  San  Francisco 
City  and  County  limits  to  the  south,  and  San  Francisco  Bay  to  the  east.  The  plan,  which  was 
substantially  amended  on  July  20,  1995  and  replaces  the  1970  plan,  is  the  result  of  a  seven-year 
community  process.  The  plan  contains  objectives  and  policies  which  address  land  use  patterns, 
transportation  systems,  housing  development,  commercial  and  industrial  uses,  urban  form, 
recreation  and  open  space  areas,  community  facilities,  public  services,  and  energy  efficiency. 
Recognizing  that  an  increasing  number  of  development  projects  were  located  along  the  southeast 
corridor  of  the  city,  the  plan  provides  guidelines  "for  realizing  South  Bayshore's 


1999.442E  EIP  10215-00 

 21   •  

EXECUTIVE  PARK  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN  SEIR  DECEMBER  2,  1999 


IV.  Environmental  setting  and  Impacts 
A.  Land  Use,  Plans,  and  Zoning 

Setting 

growth  potential  in  a  manner  that  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  local  residents  and  the  city  as  a 
whole"  (South  Bayshore  Plan,  p.  II. 9.1). 

Subarea  Plan  for  San  Francisco  Executive  Park 

The  Subarea  Plan  for  San  Francisco  Executive  Park,  within  the  South  Bayshore  Area  Plan, 
addresses  development  on  the  project  site.  The  subarea  plan  seeks  to  "create,  as  a  'gateway  to 
the  city,'  a  balanced  urban  development"  on  the  project  site.  Policies  address  the  amount, 
location,  and  urban  form  of  the  offices,  town  center,  hotel,  retail  uses,  and  open  space. 
Policy  19.1  recommends  arranging  the  office  buildings  with  taller  structures  in  the  center  of 
the  site;  massing  should  reflect  the  form  of  the  hillside  and  reinforce  the  urban  character  of  the 
project.  The  Town  Center,  Policy  19.2,  should  be  centrally  located  between  new  and  existing 
buildings,  with  a  plaza  surrounded  by  retail  arcades.  Policy  19.3  states  that  the  hotel  should 
serve  office  uses  in  the  area,  and  that  parking  should  be  located  beneath  the  hotel.  Policy  19.4 
specifies  the  location  of  retail  uses  primarily  around  the  Town  Center,  with  some  retail  in  the 
hotel  and  a  restaurant  located  south  of  Alana  Way.  According  to  Policy  19.5,  the  housing 
should  be  developed  in  two-  to  eight-story  buildings  (over  one-  to  two-level  parking  podiums) 
that  follow  the  form  of  the  hillsides.  Development  of  a  hillside  park  and  trails  is  described  in 
Policy  19.6,  as  is  landscaping  for  the  entire  project  site.  Transportation  policies  include 
implementing  a  transportation  management  program  (Policy  19.7),  limiting  parking  (Policy 
19.8),  and  providing  shuttle  service  (Policy  19.9). 

ZONING 

The  majority  of  the  project  site  is  in  a  C-2  (Community  Business)  District;  the  parcel  south  of 
Alana  Way  is  in  an  M-l  (Light  Industrial)  District  (see  Figure  5).  Community  business 
districts,  as  described  in  Section  210.2  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  "provide  convenience  goods 
and  services  to  residential  areas"  and  "provide  comparison  shopping  goods  and  services  on  a 
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C-2  COMMUNITY  BUSINESS 

P  PUBLIC 

M-1  LIGHT  INDUSTRIAL 

M-2  HEAVY  INDUSTRIAL 

RH-1  RESIDENTIAL  HOUSE  DISTRICTS,  ONE-FAMILY 

RH-2  RESIDENTIAL  HOUSE  DISTRICTS,  TWO-FAMILY 

RM-1  RESIDENTIAL,  MIXED  DISTRICTS,  LOW-DENSITY 

NC-S  NEIGHBORHOOD  COMMERCIAL  SHOPPING  CENTER 


NC-3  MODERATE-SCALE  NEIGHBORHOOD  COMMERCIAL 

C-M  HEAVY  COMMERCIAL 

NC-2  SMALL-SCALE  NEIGHBORHOOD  COMMERCIAL 

NC-1  NEIGHBORHOOD  COMMERCIAL  CLUSTER 

C-1  COMMERCIAL  MIXED  USE  (BRISBANE) 

C-3  HEAVY  COMMERCIAL  (BRISBANE) 
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PROJECT  SITE 


•  BOUNDARY  OF  CANDLESTICK  POINT  SPECIAL  USE  DISTRICT 

EXECUTIVE   PARK  SUPPLEMENTAL  EIR 
FIGURE  5:  PLANNING  CODE  LAND  USE  DISTRICTS 


IV.  Environmental  setting  and  Impacts 
A.  Land  Use,  Plans,  and  Zoning 

Setting 

general  or  specialized  basis  to  a  citywide  or  regional  market  area,  complementing  the  main 
area  for  such  types  of  trade  in  downtown  San  Francisco."  Section  210.5  of  the  Code  states 
that  the  light  industrial  district  provides  land  for  industrial  development,  particularly  for 
"smaller  industries  dependent  upon  truck  traffic." 

Height  and  bulk  districts  express  the  building  height  limit  (e.g.,  a  building  height  limit  of  100 
feet  in  a  100-G  Height  and  Bulk  District)  and  the  bulk  limitations  (i.e.,  the  "G"  symbol  limits 
the  maximum  plan  dimensions  above  a  certain  height,  in  this  case,  to  170  feet  by  200  feet, 
above  80  feet  high).  Most  portions  of  the  project  site,  including  the  north,  east,  and  west 
portions  of  the  site,  are  in  a  40-X  Height  and  Bulk  District  (see  Figure  6).  North  of  Executive 
Park  Boulevard  North,  there  are  four  height  and  bulk  districts,  each  comprising  the 
approximate  area  of  a  proposed  office  building.  The  area  from  U.S.  101  to  the  proposed 
Crescent  Place  is  within  a  100-G  Height  and  Bulk  District;  the  area  east  from  Crescent  Place  to 
mid-block  is  within  a  140-H  Height  and  Bulk  District;  the  area  from  Thomas  Mellon  extending 
to  mid-block,  both  east  and  west,  is  within  a  200-1  Height  and  Bulk  District;  and  the  area 
northwest  of  the  intersection  of  Executive  Park  Boulevard  North  and  Executive  Park  Boulevard 
East  is  within  a  165-1  Height  and  Bulk  District.  The  residential  buildings  would  be  located 
within  two  districts:  the  area  immediately  east  of  Executive  Park  Boulevard  East  is  within  a  60- 
X  Height  and  Bulk  District;  farther  east  the  area  is  within  an  80-X  Height  and  Bulk  District. 
The  area  northeast  of  Thomas  Mellon  Drive  and  Harney  Way  is  within  an  80-X  Height  and 
Bulk  District,  as  is  a  portion  of  the  area  immediately  adjacent  on  the  west  side  of  Thomas 
Mellon  Drive.  The  parcel  south  of  Alana  Way  is  within  a  40-X  Height  and  Bulk  District  (see 
Figure  6).  In  Planning  Code  Section  270,  the  'X'  designation  exempts  buildings  from  bulk 
requirements.  The  G,  H  and  I  Bulk  designations  restrict  building  plan  dimensions  to  170  feet 
in  length  and  200  feet  along  the  diagonal,  above  80,  100,  and  150  feet,  respectively.3 
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|  OS   I  OPEN  SPACE  DISTRICT 

I  NUMBERS  ARE  HEIGHT  LIMITS  IN  FEET 

|  QQ.Z  |         LETTER  SYMBOLS  REFER  TO  BULK  LIMIT 


X    BULK  LIMITS  NOT  APPLICABLE 
OS  SEE  PLANNING  CODE  SECTION  290 


PROJECT  SITE 


IN  CITY  PLANNING  CODE  SEC.  270 


EXECUTIVE   PARK   SUPPLEMENTAL  EIR 

FIGURE  6:  PLANNING  CODE  HEIGHT  AND  BULK  DISTRICTS 


IV.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 
A.  Land  Use,  Plans  and  Zoning 
Land  Use  Changes 

LAND  USE  CHANGES 
PROPOSED  PROJECT 

The  City  has  no  adopted  significance  standard  for  land  use  impacts,  but  generally  considers 
whether  a  project  would  disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement  of  an  established 
community,  or  have  any  substantial  adverse  impact  upon  the  existing  character  of  the  vicinity. 
The  project  would  increase  the  diversity  and  intensity  of  existing  uses  on  the  project  site.  The 
project  is  consistent  with  the  C-2  (Community  Business)  use  district  which  is  intended  to  serve 
both  outlying  communities  and  denser  close-in  communities. 

The  project  would  change  land  use  at  the  project  site  from  moderate  office,  retail,  and 
residential  uses,  and  surface  parking,  to  more  dense  office,  retail,  residential,  restaurant,  hotel, 
and  parking  uses.  As  described  in  the  Setting,  pp.  17-19,  the  project  area  is  a  relatively  isolated 
development  which  contains  about  320,000  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  with  about  800  parking 
spaces,  and  about  287  dwelling  units  (under  construction)  with  about  532  parking  spaces.  The 
project  would  add  about  1.3  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  use  in  a  row  of  four  or  five,  4-  to  15-story 
buildings  with  two  rear  parking  structures  holding  about  2,000  vehicles.  The  project  would 
increase  the  amount  of  residential  development  by  about  263  dwelling  units  in  four-  to  eight- 
story  buildings  over  one  to  two  levels  of  parking  with  about  488  spaces.  The  proposed  project 
would  expand  the  diversity  of  uses  at  the  site  by  constructing  hotel,  retail,  health  club,  and 
restaurant  uses.  The  new  hotel,  health  club,  day  care  center,  and  restaurant  uses  would 
complement  existing  office  and  residential  uses  while  the  new  office,  retail,  and  residential  uses 
would  intensify  the  amount  of  existing  office,  retail,  and  residential  uses  on  the  site.  The 
proposed  development  would  thus  intensify  land  use  at  the  project  site.  This  increase  in 
density  of  primarily  existing  uses  represents  an  expansion  of  uses  which  would  be  compatible 
with  the  uses  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project,  including  the  Little  Hollywood  and  Visitacion 
Valley  neighborhoods. 
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Comparison  with  Existing  Plans 


The  project  would  not  disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement  of  an  established  community, 
since  the  project  site  is  relatively  isolated  from  nearby  residential,  industrial,  and  recreational 
uses  due  to  physical  barriers  such  as  Bayview  Hill  and  U.S.  101.  Mitigation  measures  from 
the  1985  FSEIR  are  proposed  as  part  of  this  project;  see  the  list  in  Appendix  A. 


RESIDENTIAL  VARIANT 


For  the  Residential  Variant,  the  overall  number  of  structures  on  the  project  site  may  be  more 
than  the  number  under  the  project,  depending  on  how  many  would  accommodate  258  more 
residential  units.  However,  the  substitution  of  residential  units  for  a  hotel  would  not  change 
the  overall  intensity  of  land  use  at  Executive  Park  from  that  of  the  proposed  project. 


COMPARISON  WITH  EXISTING  PLANS 


PLANS 


The  project  and  its  modifications  to  the  conditions  of  approval  could  require  amendments  to  the 
South  Bay  shore  Area  Plan  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan.  These  amendments  would 
involve  retaining  existing  roadway  configurations;  modifying  the  policy  recommending 
provision  of  hillside  trails;  and,  if  the  parking  variant  were  to  become  part  of  the  proposed 
project,  increasing  the  amount  of  on-site  parking.  The  physical  impacts  of  these  changes  are 
addressed  in  other  technical  sections  of  Chapters  IV  and  V. 


A  portion  of  the  restaurant  site  may  fall  within  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and 
Development  Commission's  (BCDC)  100-foot  shoreline  band  jurisdiction,  defined  as  100  feet 
inland  from  mean  high  tide.  This  portion  of  the  project  could  require  review  by  BCDC,  who 
would  determine  whether  a  permit  for  development  of  this  portion  of  the  project  would  be 
required. 
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Comparison  with  Existing  Plans 

While  no  substantial  conflict  with  any  environmental  objective  or  policy  within  the  General 
Plan  has  been  identified,  the  issue  of  General  Plan  conformity  will  be  considered  further  by  the 
City  Planning  Commission  during  their  deliberations  regarding  the  project.  Any  plan  conflict 
not  identified  here  could  be  considered  as  part  of  that  review  process  and  would  not  change  the 
physical  environmental  effects  of  the  project  described  herein. 


NOTES  -  Land  Use,  Plans,  and  Zoning 

1 .  Keyser  Marston  Associates,  Inc.,  San  Francisco  Cumulative  Growth  Scenario,  Final  Technical 
Memorandum,  prepared  for  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  March  30,  1998. 

2.  Carole  Nelson,  Planning  Director,  City  of  Brisbane,  letter  to  Hillary  Gitelman,  January  23,  1998;  and 
Anne  Broadwell,  Esq.,  Adams,  Broadwell  and  Joseph,  representing  the  City  of  Brisbane,  letter  to  Diane 
Wong,  October  22,  1997. 

3.  San  Francisco  Planning  Code,  Section  270,  Table  270. 
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Setting 


B.  TRANSPORTATION 


The  transportation  analysis  in  the  1985  FSEIR  has  been  updated  to  reflect  current  conditions  in 
1999  and  to  account  for  recent  forecasts  of  growth  in  the  nearby  area,  in  the  City  and  in  the 
region.  Therefore,  the  following  text  completely  replaces  the  transportation  section  in  the 
1985  FSEIR. 


The  proposed  project  would  increase  traffic  on  local  streets  and  freeways  in  and  near  the 
Project  Area,  as  discussed  in  the  1985  FSEIR.  However,  the  City's  Guidelines  for 
Environmental  Review:  Transportation  Impacts  were  revised  in  July  1991;  and  new 
information  about  trip  generation  rates  is  available  based  on  the  Citywide  Travel  Behavior 
Survey  conducted  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  the  San  Francisco  Public 
Utilities  Commission,  and  the  County  Transportation  Authority  in  1992.  In  addition,  more 
recent  growth  forecasts  have  been  prepared  by  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  and 
by  city  agencies  that  affect  future  cumulative  transportation  analyses.  Also,  since  publication 
of  the  1985  FSEIR,  major  projects  have  been  proposed  adjacent  to  the  project  site,  including 
the  Candlestick  Point  Stadium  and  retail/entertainment  center;  the  Home  Depot  project  at  the 
former  Schlage  lock  site  on  Bayshore  Boulevard;  about  200  residential  units  on  Jamestown 
Avenue  on  the  north  side  of  Bayview  Hill;  Brisbane's  updated  General  Plan  to  reflect 
anticipated  development  of  the  Baylands,  just  south  of  the  project  area;  reuse  of  Hunter's  Point 
Naval  Shipyard;  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail  project;  San  Francisco  International  Airport 
Expansion;  and  Mission  Bay,  about  3  miles  north  of  the  project  site.  Based  on  these  changes, 
this  SEIR  presents  a  new  transportation  analysis  to  assess  potential  impacts  caused  by  the 
proposed  project. 
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SETTING 

TRANSPORTATION  STUDY  AREA 

For  the  traffic  analysis,  two  freeway  segments,  two  freeway  on-ramps  and  six  intersections 
were  identified  as  locations  likely  to  be  most  affected  by  the  proposed  project.  The  study 
intersections  include  most  of  the  local  intersections  adjacent  to  the  proposed  project,  plus  the 
access  routes  to  and  from  U.S.  101.  Intersections  more  distant  from  the  project  site  were  not 
analyzed  as  part  of  this  study  because  project-related  traffic  would  be  dispersed  among  the 
many  local  streets  farther  from  the  site,  and  consequently,  would  be  less  than  at  the  study 
intersections.  Figure  7  presents  the  local  street  network  showing  the  specific  intersections  and 
freeway  ramps  studied. 

The  transit  study  area  includes  local  and  regional  transit  service  near  the  project  site  plus 
transit  service  accessible  using  the  Executive  Park  shuttle— BART,  Caltrain  and  SamTrans  (see 
Figure  8,  p.  37,  below). 

The  parking  study  area  includes  the  project  site,  as  well  as  the  streets  in  the  adjacent 
residential  neighborhoods.  The  pedestrian  and  bicycle  study  area  includes  the  primary  access 
routes  between  the  project  site  and  the  nearby  parking  and  transit  facilities. 

ROADWAY  NETWORK 

Regional  Freeways 

The  project  site  is  served  by  U.S.  101  (Bayshore  Freeway),  which  connects  San  Francisco 
with  the  Peninsula  and  beyond  to  the  south,  and  Marin  County  and  beyond  to  the  north.  U.S. 
101  has  both  northbound  and  southbound  on-  and  off-ramps  at  Harney  Way  and  Alana 
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FIGURE  7:  INTERSECTION  ANALYSIS  LOCATIONS 


IV.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 
B.  Transportation 
Setting 


Way/Beatty  Avenue.  In  addition,  U.S.  101  has  southbound  and  northbound  on-  and  off- ramps 
at  Third/Bay  shore;  a  southbound  off-ramp  at  Paul  Avenue/San  Bruno  Avenue;  southbound  and 
northbound  on-ramps  at  Industrial  Avenue;  and  southbound  on-  and  off-ramps  and  a 
northbound  off-ramp  at  Silver  Avenue.  U.S.  101  merges  with  Interstate  280  (1-280) 
approximately  two  miles  north  of  the  project  site  (near  the  Alemany  Boulevard  interchange),  a 
common  location  of  congestion  during  weekday  commute  periods.  North  of  this  junction, 
U.S.  101  merges  with  Interstate  80  (1-80),  which  leads  to  the  Bay  Bridge  and  the  East  Bay. 
Approximately  two  miles  south  of  the  project  site,  U.S.  101  merges  with  Interstate  380  (1-380) 
near  the  San  Francisco  Airport,  another  area  of  consistent  peak  period  congestion.  During  the 
weekday  PM  peak  hour,  the  northbound  freeway  segment  south  of  1-280  operates  at  LOS  C 
and  the  southbound  segment,  north  of  1-380,  operates  at  LOS  D.  The  two  study  U.S.  101  on- 
ramps  operate  at  LOS  C. 

Local  Streets 

Harney  Way  is  the  primary  access  road  to  the  project  site,  providing  direct  connection  to  U.S. 
101.  Vehicles  destined  to  and  from  U.S.  101  northbound  use  the  Harney  Way  ramps,  while 
vehicles  destined  to  and  from  U.S.  101  southbound  use  the  Alana  Way/Beatty  Avenue  ramps 
on  the  west  side  of  U.S.  101  (with  access  to  Harney  Way  via  the  Alana  Way  undercrossing). 
Harney  Way  connects  with  Jamestown  Avenue  and  Hunters  Point  Expressway  to  the  east  of 
the  project  site.  Between  Alana  Way  and  Jamestown  Avenue,  Harney  Way  has  an  8 -foot 
sidewalk  on  the  north  side.  On-street  parking  is  not  permitted  at  any  time.  Harney  Way 
accommodates  a  Class-Ill  (designated  with  signs)  bicycle  route  (route  #805).  In  addition, 
Harney  Way  is  listed  in  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  as  part 
of  the  Bay,  Ridge  and  Coast  Trail. 

Alana  Way  is  an  approximately  1,500-foot  roadway  segment  that  connects  Beatty  Avenue  with 
Harney  Way.  It  serves  as  the  primary  connection  between  Harney  Way  and  the  U.S.  101 
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southbound  ramps  at  Alana  Way/Beatty  Avenue.  Alana  Way  is  a  two-way  roadway  and 
sidewalks  are  not  provided  along  either  side  of  the  roadway.  On- street  parking  is  not 
permitted  at  any  time.  Alana  Way  is  part  of  bicycle  route  #805. 

Beatty  Avenue  is  a  two-way  east-west  roadway  on  the  west  side  of  U.S.  101,  between  Tunnel 
Avenue  and  the  U.S.  101  southbound  ramps  at  the  intersection  with  Alana  Way.  On-street 
parking  is  generally  permitted  on  both  sides  of  the  roadway.  Sidewalks  are  discontinuously 
provided  on  both  sides.  Beatty  Avenue  is  part  of  bicycle  route  #805. 

Executive  Park  Boulevard  is  a  roadway  internal  to  Executive  Park.  It  is  a  two-way  roadway, 
connecting  with  Harney  Way,  Thomas  Mellon  Drive,  Blanken  Avenue,  and  Alana  Way.  It  is 
divided  into  Executive  Park  East,  Executive  Park  North  and  Executive  Park  West  segments. 
Executive  Park  Boulevard  has  sidewalks  on  the  side  adjacent  to  the  existing  Executive  Park 
development.  On-street  parking  is  not  permitted.  Delivery  and  service  vehicle  loading  bays 
are  provided  adjacent  to  the  existing  OB2  and  OB3.  No  stopping  is  permitted  in  either  bay, 
except  for  truck  loading  from  8:00  AM  to  6:00  PM  daily,  with  a  30-minute  time  limit.  Each 
bay  can  accommodate  up  to  three  vehicles  at  one  time. 

Thomas  Mellon  Drive  is  a  two-way,  north-south  roadway  that  serves  as  the  main  entrance  to 
the  existing  Executive  Park  development.  The  roadway  connects  Harney  Way  and  Executive 
Park  Boulevard  and  provides  access  to  the  main  parking  lots  for  the  existing  buildings. 
Thomas  Mellon  Drive  has  sidewalks  on  both  sides.  On-street  parking  is  not  permitted. 

Blanken  Avenue  is  a  two-way,  east- west  roadway  that  connects  Bay  shore  Boulevard  to  the 
Little  Hollywood  area,  west  of  U.S.  101.  Continuing  east,  Blanken  Avenue  connects  with 
Executive  Park  via  a  tunnel  under  U.S.  101 .  The  roadway  has  sidewalks  on  both  sides  of  the 
street.  Unrestricted  on-street  parking  is  generally  permitted  on  both  sides  of  the  street. 
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Commercial  vehicles  weighing  more  than  6,000  pounds  are  prohibited  from  using  Blanken 
Avenue  as  a  through  route. 

Jamestown  Avenue  is  a  north-south  street  between  Third  Street  and  Hunters  Point 
Expressway.  Commercial  vehicles  weighing  more  than  6,000  pounds  are  prohibited  from 
using  Jamestown  Avenue  as  a  through  route.  On-street  parking  is  generally  permitted,  except 
during  events  at  the  stadium.  Jamestown  Avenue  provides  access  to  Bayview  Park  and  the 
Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation  Area,  and  is  identified  as  a  Recreational  Street1  in  the  San 
Francisco  General  Plan. 

Hunters  Point  Expressway  (and  the  road  south  of  the  Harney  Way/Jamestown  Avenue 
intersection,  called  Jamestown  Avenue  Extension)  circles  the  stadium  and  parking  lots  at 
3Com  Park,  and  provides  a  connection  between  Jamestown  and  Gilman  Avenues.  Hunters 
Point  Expressway  provides  access  to  the  Candlestick  Point  State  Recreational  Area  to  the  east 
of  the  project  site.  On-street  parking  is  not  permitted  at  any  time.  However,  along  parts  of 
Jamestown  Avenue  Extension,  on-street  parking  is  permitted  but  restricted  on  event  days. 
Hunters  Point  Expressway  is  a  part  of  bicycle  route  #805. 

Third  Street  is  the  principal  north-south  arterial  in  the  southeast  part  of  San  Francisco, 
extending  from  U.S.  101/Bayshore  Boulevard  to  Market  Street.  It  is  the  main  commercial 
street  in  the  Bayview  Hunters  Point  neighborhood,  and  also  serves  as  a  through  street  and  an 
access  way  to  all  of  the  industrial  areas  north  and  east  of  U.S.  101.  In  the  General  Plan, 
Third  Street  is  identified  as  a  Major  Arterial2  in  the  CMP  Network,3  part  of  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  System,4  a  Transit  Important  Street,5  and  a  Neighborhood  Commercial  Street.6 

Bayshore  Boulevard  is  a  north-south  arterial  that  generally  parallels  U.S.  101,  extending  from 
Airport  Boulevard  in  South  San  Francisco,  through  the  City  of  Brisbane,  to  Cesar  Chavez 
(Army  Street)  in  San  Francisco.  The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  designates  Bayshore 
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Boulevard  as  a  Major  Arterial  in  the  CMP  network  and  a  Transit  Important  Street  to  the  south 
of  U.S.  101. 

The  intersections  in  the  study  area  currently  operate  at  LOS  A  or  B  during  the  weekday  PM 
peak  hour  conditions.  Existing  conditions  are  presented  in  Table  2. 

Game  Day  Conditions 

3Com  Park  (formerly  known  as  Candlestick  Park)  is  located  to  the  east  of  the  project  site. 
Harney  Way  serves  as  the  main  access  route  between  the  stadium  and  U.S.  101.  Prior  to  the 
start  of  events,  Harney  Way  (between  the  intersection  with  Thomas  Mellon  Drive  and  Alana 
Way  and  Jamestown  Avenue)  is  converted  to  one-way  inbound  operation,  with  all  four  lanes 
heading  into  the  stadium  parking  areas.  After  events,  Harney  Way  is  converted  to  one-way 
outbound  operation,  with  all  four  lanes  exiting  the  stadium.  These  lane  reversals  are  regulated 
by  overhead  lane  control  signals.  To  facilitate  the  traffic  flows  onto  the  U.S.  101  on-ramps 
after  events,  Cal trans  closes  the  northbound  off-ramp  at  Harney  Way  and  prohibits  access  onto 
Alana  Way  from  the  southbound  on-ramp  at  Beatty  Avenue. 

Currently,  the  San  Francisco  Forty-Niners  (49ers)  professional  football  team  plays  an  average 
of  eleven  home  games  at  3Com  Park  each  year,  between  September  and  the  end  of  December. 
Pre-season  home  games  (usually  two)  are  played  in  August.  Most  of  the  games  start  at  1:00 
p.m.  on  Sundays,  while  a  few  games  are  played  on  Monday  night  or  Saturday  afternoon.  The 
San  Francisco  Giants  professional  baseball  team  also  play  their  home  games  at  3Com  Park,  but 
will  be  moving  to  a  new  stadium  at  the  end  of  the  1999  season.  Once  the  Giants  depart,  other 
events  may  be  held  at  the  stadium,  including  soccer  games,  college  football  games,  concerts 
and  off-road  racing.  Events  held  at  3Com  Park  substantially  affect  the  operation  of  the 
roadways  in  the  vicinity  of  the  stadium.  Before  events,  Harney  Way  is  converted  to  one-way 
inbound.  After  events,  Harney  Way  is  converted  to  one-way  outbound  and  the  northbound 
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TABLE  2 

INTERSECTION  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE 
EXISTING  CONDITIONS 
Weekday  PM  Peak  Hour 

Average  Delay 


Intersection1 

(sec. /vehicle) 

LOS2 

Harney /Jamestown 

3.0 

A 

Harney /Executive  Park  East 

4.0 

A 

Harney /Alana/Thomas  Mellon 

6.0 

B 

Alana/Executive  Park  West 

3.8 

A 

Alana/Beatty 

4.1 

A 

Bayshore/Blanken/Arleta/San 
Bruno 

12.8 

B 

Notes: 

1 .  All  intersections  operate  with  stop-sign  control  except  Bayshore/Blanken,  which  is  signalized. 

2.  Level  of  Service  designations  are  based  on  the  following  ranges  of  delay: 
For  unsignalized  intersections: 

LOS  A  =2:5.0  seconds  of  delay  per  vehicle 
LOS  B  =5.1-10.0  seconds  of  delay  per  vehicle 
LOS  C  =10.1-20.0  seconds  of  delay  per  vehicle 
LOS  D  =20.1-30.0  seconds  of  delay  per  vehicle 
LOS  E  =30.1-45.0  seconds  of  delay  per  vehicle 
LOS  F  =2:45.0  seconds  of  delay  per  vehicle 
For  signalized  intersections: 
LOS  A  =2:5.0  seconds  of  delay  per  vehicle 
LOS  B  =5.1-15.0  seconds  of  delay  per  vehicle 
LOS  C  =  15.1-25.0  seconds  of  delay  per  vehicle 
LOS  D  =25.1-40.0  seconds  of  delay  per  vehicle 
LOS  E  =40. 1-60.0  seconds  of  delay  per  vehicle 
LOS  F  =2:60.0  seconds  of  delay  per  vehicle 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates 


freeway  off-ramp  at  Harney  Way  is  closed.  Also  after  events,  Caltrans  prohibits  access  onto 
Alana  Way  from  the  U.S.  101  southbound  off-ramp  at  Beatty  Avenue.  These  temporary 
changes  in  direction  and  closures  make  access  from  U.S.  101  to  Executive  Park  and  parts  of 
Little  Hollywood/Visitacion  Valley  difficult.  Both  before  and  after  events,  localized 
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congestion  occurs  on  the  freeway  and  ramps  in  the  nearby  vicinity.  In  addition,  high  levels  of 
congestion  and  substantial  queues  form  on  the  local  streets.  To  assist  in  the  movement  of 
traffic  before  and  after  events,  San  Francisco  Police  officers,  Parking  Control  Officers  (PCOs) 
and  California  Highway  Patrol  officers  (CHP)  are  posted.  Their  tasks  include  ensuring  smooth 
traffic  flow  on  the  one-way  inbound  and  outbound  Harney  Way,  directing  traffic,  and 
overriding  traffic  control  devices  (STOP  signs  and  signals). 

TRANSIT 

One  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (MUNI)  bus  line,  the  56-Rutland,  provides  direct 
service  to  the  project  site  and  five  other  routes  (15-Third,  9-San  Bruno,  and  the  9X/AX/BX-San 
Bruno  Expresses)  operate  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project.  In  addition,  the  Executive 
Park  shuttle  provides  access  to  nearby  local  and  regional  transit  facilities.  These  lines  are 
described  below  and  illustrated  in  Figure  8. 

The  56-Rutland  is  a  community  route  which  provides  local  circulation  within  the  South 
Bayshore  area.  This  route  serves  the  Visitacion  Valley  area  and  provides  service  to  Executive 
Park.  The  56-Rutland  line  connects  with  the  15-Third  and  9-San  Bruno  lines  along  Bayshore 
Boulevard  for  crosstown  service.  Within  Executive  Park,  there  are  bus  stops  at  Thomas 
Mellon  Drive  (north  of  Harney  Way),  Harney  Way  (east  of  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West) 
and  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West  (south  of  Blanken  Avenue).  The  56-Rutland  operates  at 
30-minute  headways  throughout  the  day. 

The  15-Third  is  the  primary  bus  route  in  the  southeast  section  of  San  Francisco.  The  line 
connects  most  of  the  neighborhoods  in  the  eastern  section  of  the  City,  extending  from  City 
College,  through  Visitacion  Valley,  Bayview  Hunters  Point,  Potrero  Hill,  Mission  Bay, 
SOMA,  Financial  District  and  Chinatown,  ending  at  Fisherman's  Wharf.  In  the  vicinity  of 
Executive  Park,  the  15-Third  operates  on  Bayshore  Boulevard,  with  the  closest  stop  located  at 
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the  intersection  of  Bayshore/Blanken/Arleta/San  Bruno  (about  a  mile  from  the  center  of 
Executive  Park).  The  15-Third  operates  seven  days  a  week,  with  headways  between  6  and  15 
minutes. 

The  9-San  Bruno,  plus  the  9X/AX/BX-San  Bruno  Expresses,  operate  between  Visitacion  Valley 
and  downtown  San  Francisco.  In  the  vicinity  of  Executive  Park,  all  four  lines  operate  along 
Bay  shore  Boulevard  or  San  Bruno  Avenue,  with  the  closest  stops  located  at  the  intersection  of 
Bayshore/Blanken/Arleta/San  Bruno  (about  a  mile  from  the  center  of  Executive  Park).  The  9- 
San  Bruno  is  a  local  route  which  operates  seven  days  a  week,  with  headways  between  8  and  15 
minutes.  The  9X-San  Bruno  Express  operates  on  weekdays  in  both  directions,  whereas  the 
9AX  and  9BX  operate  peak-period  and  peak  direction  only. 

The  Executive  Park  shuttle  is  a  weekday  peak  period,  peak  direction  shuttle  service  that 
connects  Executive  Park  with  Caltrain,  MUNI  and  SamTrans  routes  on  Bayshore  Boulevard, 
and  the  Balboa  Park  BART  station.  During  the  AM  peak  period,  the  shuttle  picks  up 
passengers  (in  the  inbound  direction  towards  Executive  Park)  at  the  Balboa  Park  BART  station, 
Geneva/Mission  (MUNI),  Geneva/Bay  shore  (SamTrans),  Blanken/Bay  shore  (MUNI, 
SamTrans)  and  the  Caltrain  Bayshore  Station,  and  drops  off  passengers  at  the  nearby  Sunset 
Scavengers  offices  and  Executive  Park.  In  the  evening,  the  shuttle  starts  at  Executive  Park, 
picks  up  passengers  at  Executive  Park  and  the  Sunset  Scavengers  office,  and  drops  them  off  at 
the  same  stops  noted  above  (in  the  outbound  direction).  Although  shuttle  connections  are 
available  at  MUNI  and  SamTrans  stops,  essentially  all  shuttle  users  presently  travel  by  either 
BART  or  Caltrain.  Daily,  there  are  14  shuttle  trips  that  serve  Executive  Park  (eight  inbound 
and  six  outbound),  including  two  during  the  AM  peak  hour  (between  7:30  and  8:30  AM)  and 
two  during  the  PM  peak  hour  (between  5:00  and  6:00  PM). 

Although  there  is  no  regional  transit  service  to  the  project  site,  nearby  regional  connections  can 
be  made  with  Caltrain,  SamTrans  and  BART.  All  three  transit  operators  are  served  by  the 
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Executive  Park  shuttle.  The  nearest  Caltrain  station  is  the  Bay  shore  Station,  which  is  located 
on  Tunnel  Avenue,  south  of  Blanken  Avenue  and  west  of  U.S.  101,  approximately  1.0  mile 
from  the  center  of  Executive  Park.  There  are  no  direct  connections  with  other  transit  services, 
but  MUNI  and  SamTrans  bus  stops  can  be  accessed  two  to  three  blocks  away  along  Bayshore 
Boulevard.  Two  SamTrans  bus  lines  have  stops  nearby  to  Executive  Park:  Route  #7B  operates 
between  Redwood  City  and  downtown  San  Francisco,  with  stops  on  Bayshore  Boulevard,  and 
Route  #24B  is  a  local  route  that  operates  between  San  Bruno  and  Visitacion  Valley,  with  stops 
along  Bayshore  Avenue  and  Geneva  Avenue.  Transfers  can  be  made  at  Bayshore  Boulevard  (at 
Blanken  Avenue)  to  the  MUNI  56-Rutland  line.  The  nearest  BART  station  to  Executive  Park  is 
the  Balboa  Park  Station,  located  about  3.5  miles  to  the  west  of  the  project  site.  At  this  station, 
connections  can  be  made  to  the  MUNI  15-Third  bus  line  that  operates  along  Bayshore 
Boulevard.  Transfers  can  be  made  at  Bayshore  Boulevard  (at  Blanken  Avenue)  from  the  15- 
Third  to  the  56-Rutland  line  that  provides  direct  service  to  Executive  Park. 

Other  regional  transit  providers,  such  as  AC  Transit,  Golden  Gate  Transit,  and  ferries,  can  be 
accessed  via  transfers  to  the  MUNI  15-Third  in  downtown  San  Francisco. 

PARKING 

At  Executive  Park,  employee  and  visitor  parking  is  currently  provided  within  three  paved  lots 
and  one  unpaved  lot.  A  total  of  797  parking  spaces  are  available  within  the  existing  parking 
lots,  of  which  about  80  percent  are  occupied  on  a  typical  workday.  On-street  parking  is  not 
permitted  within  Executive  Park  (along  Executive  Park  Boulevard  and  Thomas  Mellon  Drive). 

The  adjacent  Little  Hollywood  residential  neighborhood  is  a  five-  to  ten-minute  walk  from 
Executive  Park.  Currently,  there  are  about  1,100  unrestricted  (except  for  street  cleaning)  on- 
street  spaces  in  the  Little  Hollywood  area  (generally  bounded  by  Bayshore  Boulevard,  U.S. 
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101  and  the  San  Francisco/San  Mateo  county  line).  Typically,  more  than  half  of  the  spaces  are 
available  during  a  weekday. 

During  events  at  3Com  Park,  the  paved  parking  area  serving  the  existing  office  buildings 
within  Executive  Park,  and  the  paved  and  unpaved  areas  north  of  Executive  Park  Boulevard 
North  are  occasionally  used  as  satellite  parking  facilities.  In  total,  about  1,950  vehicles  can  be 
accommodated  within  the  existing  Executive  Park  site.  An  additional  270  vehicles  can  be 
accommodated  in  the  unpaved  area  located  between  Harney  Way,  Alana  Way  and  U.S.  101. 

PEDESTRIANS  AND  BICYCLES 

On  typical  weekdays,  pedestrian  and  bicycle  activity  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  project 
site  is  light  throughout  the  day.  Pedestrian  activity  is  generally  limited  to  trips  to  and  from  the 
Caltrain  station  and  Bayshore  Boulevard,  and  to  and  from  3Com  Park  and  Candlestick  Point. 
Sidewalks  are  provided  within  the  Executive  Park  site  and  on  Executive  Park  Boulevard  (West, 
North  and  East)  and  on  Harney  Way  fronting  the  site. 

There  are  a  number  of  bicycle  routes  in  the  vicinity  of  Executive  Park.  Route  #5  runs  along 
Bayshore  Boulevard  and  Third  Street  and  serves  as  the  primary  north-south  route  in  the 
southeastern  part  of  San  Francisco.  Direct  access  to  Executive  Park  is  provided  by  a 
combination  of  two  routes:  #905  on  Tunnel  Avenue;  and  #805  on  Beatty  Avenue,  Alana  Way, 
Harney  Way,  Hunters  Point  Expressway,  Gilman  Avenue,  Fitch  Street  and  Carroll  Avenue. 
These  bicycle  routes  are  classified  as  Class  III,  which  means  they  contain  route  signs  only,  with 
no  separate  bicycle  paths  or  lanes.  Harney  Way,  Jamestown  Avenue  Extension,  and  Hunters 
Point  Expressway  were  recently  restriped  to  provide  wider  curb  lanes  for  bicycles. 

A  portion  of  the  regional  Bay  Trail  runs  in  the  vicinity  of  Executive  Park.  The  Bay  Trail  is 
intended  to  provide  continuous  access  to  the  San  Francisco  Bay's  water  edge,  and  in  San 


1999. 442E  EIP  10215-00 

  40   

EXECUTIVE  PARK  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN  SEIR  DECEMBER  2,  1999 


IV.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 
B.  Transportation 
Impacts 


Francisco  is  a  continuation  of  the  pedestrian  promenade  that  was  created  along  The 
Embarcadero  in  the  Northeastern  Waterfront.  Within  the  Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation 
Area,  an  improved  trail  exists  in  the  southern  section  across  from  the  Executive  Park  site  (the 
"Snake"),  but  the  northern  section  east  of  Candlestick  Point  stadium  is  unimproved.  The  trail 
starts  northeast  of  the  U.S.  101  northbound  on-  and  off-ramps  on  the  south  side  of  Harney 
Way.  Parking  is  available  off  of  Harney  Way,  west  of  Jamestown  Avenue  (approximately  30 
parking  spaces  are  currently  provided),  and  parking,  restrooms,  and  boat  ramp  facilities  are 
provided  off  of  Hunters  Point  Expressway  near  Gilman  Avenue.  The  South  Bay  shore  Area 
Plan  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  identifies  proposed  routing  for  the  Bay  Trail  along  the 
shoreline  through  the  Hunters  Point  Naval  Shipyard.  This  trail  connection  would  be 
implemented  in  conjunction  with  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  plans  for  the 
redevelopment  of  the  Shipyard.  The  Bay  Trail  is  also  planned  to  be  extended  south  to  Sierra 
Point  on  the  west  side  of  U.S.  101. 


Pedestrian  volumes  in  the  vicinity  of  the  site  increase  substantially  during  events  at  3Com  Park. 
Pedestrian  conditions  are  most  congested  immediately  following  a  game,  when  a  large 
percentage  of  patrons  leave  the  park  at  once.  The  primary  pedestrian  flows  are  towards  the  off- 
site  parking  areas  to  the  east,  with  substantial  numbers  of  pedestrians  also  walking  west  to 
parking  lots  along  Harney  Way,  within  Executive  Park,  and  to  on-street  parking  in  the  Little 
Hollywood/Tunnel  Avenue  area. 


IMPACTS 


SIGNIFICANCE  CRITERIA 
Freeways  and  Ramps 

San  Francisco  has  not  formally  adopted  a  significance  criteria  for  potential  traffic  impacts  along 
freeways  and  on-  and  off-ramps.  However,  the  Proposed  Project  would  be  considered 
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to  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  if  it  would  cause  freeway  and  ramps  to 
deteriorate  to  unacceptable  levels  (i.e.,  deteriorate  from  LOS  D  or  better  to  LOS  E  or  F).  The 
project  would  also  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  if,  when  considering  the 
Proposed  Project  together  with  other  closely  related  past,  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable 
probable  future  development  in  the  area,  it  would  contribute  substantially  to  cumulative  traffic 
increases  along  freeways,  or  along  ramps  that  would  otherwise  operate  at  acceptable  levels, 
causing  degradation  to  unacceptable  levels.  Finally,  a  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  if 
it  would  contribute  substantially  to  ramp  congestion  already  at  unacceptable  levels,  such  that 
the  period  of  peak  congestion  would  be  substantially  lengthened. 

Local  Intersections 

As  defined  by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  the  operational  impact  on  local 
intersections  is  considered  significant  when  the  project-related  traffic  causes  the  level  of  service 
to  deteriorate  from  LOS  D  or  better  to  LOS  E  or  F,  or  from  LOS  E  to  LOS  F.  In  addition, 
significant  impacts  would  also  occur  if  the  traffic  would  interfere  with  existing  transportation 
systems  causing  substantial  alteration  to  circulation  patterns  or  causing  major  traffic  hazards  or 
would  contribute  substantially  to  cumulative  traffic  increases  at  intersections  that  would 
otherwise  operate  at  acceptable  levels,  causing  degradation  to  unacceptable  levels. 

Transit 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  has  no  formally  adopted  significance  criteria  for 
potential  impacts  related  to  transit.  In  San  Francisco,  a  project  is  typically  considered  to  have 
a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  if  it  would  cause  a  substantial  increase  in  transit 
demand  that  cannot  be  accommodated  by  existing  or  proposed  transit  capacity,  resulting  in 
unacceptable  levels  of  transit  service;  or  cause  a  substantial  increase  in  operating  costs  such 
that  significant  adverse  impacts  in  transit  service  levels  could  result.  The  project  would  also 
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have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  if,  when  considering  cumulative  development  in 
the  area,  it  would  contribute  substantially  to  the  deterioration  of  transit  service  to  unacceptable 
levels. 

Parking 

The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  policies  emphasize  the  importance  of  public  transit  use  and 
discourage  the  provision  of  facilities  that  encourage  automobile  use.  Therefore,  the  creation  of 
parking  demand  that  cannot  be  met  by  existing  or  proposed  parking  facilities  would  not  itself 
be  considered  a  significant  effect.  However,  the  City  would  generally  consider  whether  the 
unmet  parking  demand  would  result  in  other  significant  physical  effects,  such  as  a  substantial 
alteration  of  neighborhood  character  or  creation  of  hazardous  conditions  caused  by  illegally 
parked  automobiles. 

Pedestrians/Bicycles 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  has  no  adopted  significance  criteria  for  impacts  related 
to  pedestrian  access  and  safety.  For  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  the  project  would  be 
considered  to  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  if  it  were  to  result  in  substantial 
overcrowding  on  public  sidewalks,  create  particularly  hazardous  conditions  for  pedestrians,  or 
otherwise  substantially  interfere  with  pedestrian  accessibility  to  the  site  and  to  adjoining  areas. 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  has  no  adopted  significance  criteria  for  impacts  related 
to  bicyclist  access  and  safety.  For  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  the  project  would  be 
considered  to  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  if  it  would  create  particularly 
hazardous  conditions  for  bicyclists  or  otherwise  substantially  interfere  with  bicycle 
accessibility  to  the  site  and  to  adjoining  areas. 
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Construction 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  has  no  adopted  significance  criteria  for  transportation 
impacts  during  construction-period  activities.  Generally,  construction-period  transportation 
impacts  would  not  be  considered  significant  because  they  would  be  temporary.  The  Proposed 
Project  would  be  considered  to  have  significant  transportation  impacts  during  the  construction 
period  if  it  were  to  create  substantial  traffic  hazards;  create  traffic  congestion  that  would 
substantially  contribute  to  a  significant  deterioration  in  air  quality;  or  substantially  interfere 
with  transit,  pedestrian  or  bicycle  access  to  the  site  and  to  adjoining  areas. 

ANALYSIS  METHODOLOGY 
Scope  of  Analysis 

The  traffic  conditions  were  evaluated  for  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour  only,  as  levels  of 
congestion  are  typically  greater  during  the  PM  peak  hour  than  the  AM  peak  hour.  A 
comparison  of  the  AM  and  PM  peak  hour  LOS  operating  conditions  at  nearby  intersections 
along  Third  Street  and  Bayshore  Boulevard  indicate  that  the  PM  peak  hour  LOS  operating 
conditions  are  the  same  or  somewhat  worse  than  the  AM  peak  hour  conditions.7  Weekend 
conditions  were  not  analyzed,  because  except  for  days  when  events  occur  at  3Com  Park 
Stadium,  traffic  is  substantially  less  on  weekends.  Game  day  conditions  are  discussed 
qualitatively. 

As  one  of  the  mitigation  measures  in  the  1985  EIR,  Executive  Park  was  required  to  construct 
an  extension  of  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West  from  Alana  Way  to  Harney  Way  (previously 
identified  as  Measures  1  and  2  in  the  1985  Conditions  of  Approval).  This  design  (herein 
referred  to  as  the  "Original  Executive  Park  West  Extension"),  would  extend  Executive  Park 
West  directly  to  the  south,  resulting  in  a  new  intersection  of  Harney/Executive  Park  West  and 
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the  reconfiguration  of  the  intersection  of  Alana/Executive  Park  West  from  three  approaches  to 
four  approaches.  The  intersection  of  Harney /Alana/Thomas  Mellon  would  remain  unchanged. 
The  intent  of  this  roadway  extension  was  to  provide  a  way  for  employees  and  residents  to 
access/exit  Executive  Park  before  and  after  events  at  Candlestick  Park  (now  named  3Com 
Park). 

In  lieu  of  the  Executive  Park  West  extension  as  proposed  in  the  1985  EIR,  the  Project  Sponsor 
developed  an  alternate  design,  herein  referred  to  as  the  "Revised  Executive  Park  West 
Extension."  This  configuration  would  instead  extend  Executive  Park  West  to  the  southeast 
and  remove  the  segment  of  Alana  Way  between  Executive  Park  West  and  Harney  Way.  A 
new  intersection  of  Harney/Executive  Park  West  would  be  created,  which  would  be  signalized 
by  the  Project  Sponsor.  The  intersection  of  Harney /Thomas  Mellon  would  be  reconfigured  to 
remove  the  Alana  Way  approach,  whereas  the  intersection  of  Alana/Executive  Park  West 
would  not  be  changed.  This  configuration  is  currently  under  consideration  by  the  Project 
Sponsor,  but  has  not  been  approved  by  City  agencies,  including  the  Department  of  Parking 
and  Traffic,  Department  of  Public  Works,  or  the  Planning  Department. 

All  three  roadway  configurations  (Existing  Configuration,  Original  Executive  Park  West 
Extension  and  Revised  Executive  Park  West  Extension)  were  analyzed  for  this  study  for 
comparison  and  for  consideration  by  decision  makers.  They  are  illustrated  in  Figures  9,  10 
and  11,  respectively.  The  Project  Sponsor  has  indicated  a  preference  for  retaining  the  existing 
Executive  Park  Boulevard  West  configuration,  at  least  until  decisions  regarding  a  possible  new 
interchange  at  U.S.  101  are  made.  This  approach  would  require  modification  of  the 
provisions  of  the  Conditional  Use  authorization  and  would  continue  existing  game-day  access 
difficulties  that  now  occur  for  the  Little  Hollywood  neighborhood  as  well  as  for  employees  and 
residents  of  Executive  Park,  as  described  in  Setting  under  "Game  Day  Conditions." 
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IV.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 
B.  Transportation 
Impacts 

Project  Travel  Demand 

In  order  to  estimate  the  number  of  new  person-trips  that  would  be  generated  by  the  proposed 
project,  trip  generation  rates  were  applied  to  each  land  use  quantity  and  calculated  on  a 
weekday  daily  and  PM  peak  hour  basis.  After  determining  the  number  of  person-trips 
generated  by  the  proposed  project,  the  trips  were  distributed  to  eight  geographical 
origin/destination  areas  (called  Superdistricts),  including  four  San  Francisco  areas,  three  other 
regions  in  the  Bay  Area,  and  one  area  to  include  all  locations  outside  of  the  Bay  Area.  The 
mode  split  analysis  then  determined  the  portion  of  these  trips  made  via  automobile,  transit  or 
any  other  mode  of  transportation,  based  upon  the  origin/destination  of  the  trips,  the  purpose  of 
the  trips,  and  the  availability  of  the  various  modes.  The  person-trip  generation  was  based  on 
typical  rates  compiled  by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  as 
published  in  the  SF  Guidelines.  Mode  split  and  average  vehicle  occupancy  (AVO)  information 
was  based  on  supplemental  information  to  the  CTBS  forwork  trips  and  visitor  trips  to 
Superdistrict  3, 8  and  the  1990  U.S.  Census  Journey-to-Work  data.  The  mode  split  data  was 
modified  for  this  analysis  in  order  to  account  for  the  location  of  the  project  site,  remote  from 
transit  service.  The  mode  split  analysis  assumes  that  the  existing  Executive  Park  shuttle 
service  would  be  adjusted,  as  appropriate,  to  accommodate  future  shuttle/transit  demand.  In 
addition,  the  mode  split  analysis  assumes  an  unconstrained  parking  supply. 

Table  3  presents  the  new  person-trips  generated  by  the  proposed  project  by  each  land  use  and 
mode.  In  total,  the  proposed  project  would  generate  approximately  38,100  person-trips  on  a 
weekday  daily  basis  (inbound  and  outbound),  and  about  3,500  person-trips  during  the  weekday 
PM  peak  hour  (inbound  and  outbound).  The  office  land  uses  would  generate  more  than  half  of 
the  total  PM  peak  hour  person-trips.  About  2,050  PM  peak  hour  vehicle-trips  would  be 
generated  by  the  proposed  project,  of  which  1,650  would  be  outbound  and  390  would  be 
inbound  to  the  site. 
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TABLE  3 

DAILY  AND  PM  PEAK  HOUR  PERSON-TRIPS  BY  LAND  USE  AND  MODE 


Daily 

Auto 

Transit/Shuttle 

Other/Internal 

PMPeak 

Land 

Person- 

PM  Peak  Hour 

PM  Peak  Hour 

PM  Peak  Hour 

Hour 

Use 

Trips 

Person-Trips1 

Person-Trips2 

Person-Trips3 

Total 

Vehicle  Trips 

Residential 

2,630 

369 

41 

45 

455 

302 

Office 

23,965 

1,800 

134 

104 

2,038 

1,344 

Retail 

1,296 

51 

4 

27 

82 

34 

Restaurant 

3,000 

216 

3 

186 

405 

116 

Health  Club 

1,425 

80 

1 

69 

150 

71 

Child  Care 

670 

34 

3 

83 

120 

20 

Hotel 

5,110 

210 

25 

46 

281 

153 

Total 

38,096 

2,760 

211 

560 

3,531 

2,040 

Notes: 

1.  Auto  person-trips  refer  to  person-trips  either  as  a  driver  or  passenger  in  a  private  vehicle.  To  determine  the 
number  of  vehicle-trips  generated  by  the  number  of  auto  person  trips,  the  average  vehicle  occupancy  rate  for 
each  land  use  was  used,  as  appropriate. 

2.  Transit/ shutde  trips  include  those  person-trips  direcdy  on  the  MUNI  56-Rutiand  bus  line  that  travels  within 
Executive  Park,  plus  those  that  would  walk  or  take  the  Executive  Park  shutde  service  to  access  Caltrain, 
SamTrans  and  BART,  as  well  as  the  possible  additional  shutde  service  to  downtown  San  Francisco. 

3.  Other/Internal  trips  include  trips  by  walk,  bicycle  and  motorcycle  modes,  as  well  as  trips  that  would  remain 
internal  to  the  Executive  Park  site  (e.g.,  between  the  office  and  the  health  club). 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  June  1999 

The  geographic  distribution  of  employee  and  visitor  trips  to  and  from  Executive  Park  was 
based  on  the  Supplemental  Tables  to  the  CTBS,  adjusted  to  reflect  the  fact  that  the  project  site 
is  in  a  suburban  location,  near  the  edge  of  San  Francisco  and  adjacent  to  the  San  Mateo 
County  line.  In  general,  slightly  more  than  half  of  the  trips  would  take  place  within  San 
Francisco,  with  the  majority  to  and  from  Superdistrict  3,  which  includes  the  Little  Hollywood, 
Bayview  Hunters  Point,  and  Mission  Bay  neighborhoods.  The  South  Bay  represents  the 
second  largest  origin/destination  (about  25  to  30  percent),  and  trips  to/from  the  East  Bay  and 
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North  Bay  represent  about  15  percent  of  the  total  number  of  project-related  trips.  About  5 
percent  of  the  trips  would  be  from  other  destinations,  including  trips  already  on  the  regional 
freeways  that  would  stop  by  the  restaurant,  retail,  health  club  or  child  care  center.  These  trip 
distributions  were  used  as  the  basis  for  assigning  project-generated  trips  to  the  local  streets  and 
regional  freeways  in  the  study  area,  plus  the  local  and  regional  transit  providers. 

Parking  demand  for  the  commercial  portion  of  the  proposed  project  was  estimated  based  on 
the  estimated  number  of  auto  trips,  vehicle  occupancy  rates,  number  of  employees  for  each 
land  use,  and  parking  turnover  rates.  Both  long-term  demand  (typically  employee  parking) 
and  short-term  demand  (visitors  and  patrons)  were  estimated.  Long-term  parking  was 
estimated  by  determining  the  number  of  employees  for  each  land  use  and  applying  the  average 
mode  split  and  vehicle  occupancy  from  the  trip  generation  estimation.  The  parking  demand 
for  the  hotel  was  estimated  as  long-term  only,  with  a  rate  of  1.0  spaces  per  room,  which 
accounts  for  both  employees  and  guests.  Short-term  parking  was  estimated  based  on  the  total 
daily  visitor  trips  and  an  average  turnover  rate  of  6.5  vehicles  per  space  per  day.  In  total,  the 
proposed  project  would  have  a  parking  demand  for  about  4,350  spaces.  A  majority  of  the 
demand  (approximately  90  percent)  would  be  long-term  (employee)  parking.  Residential 
parking  demand  was  estimated  to  be  1.5  spaces  per  unit. 

Freight  delivery  and  service  vehicle  demand  generated  by  the  proposed  project  was  estimated 
based  on  the  methodology  and  truck  trip  generation  rates  provided  in  the  SF  Guidelines.  In 
total,  the  proposed  project  would  have  a  demand  for  about  373  daily  delivery  trips,  about  8  of 
which  would  be  for  the  new  residential  units.  The  commercial  uses  would  require  21  loading 
spaces  during  the  peak  loading  hour  and  17  spaces  during  an  average  hour.  The  peak  hour  for 
loading  activities  tends  to  occur  sometime  between  10:00  AM  and  1:00  PM.  Most  of  the  daily 
delivery  and  service  vehicle  demand  in  the  commercial  buildings  (about  75  percent)  would  be 
generated  by  the  office  uses. 
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Residential  Variant  Travel  Demand 


Trip  generation  for  the  Residential  Variant  would  be  similar  to  that  of  the  project,  but  the  new 
residential  units  would  generate  fewer  PM  peak  outbound  trips  and  more  PM  peak  inbound 
trips  than  the  project. 
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Baseline  Conditions 

The  impact  analysis  establishes  "Baseline"  conditions  that  include  the  Existing  conditions  plus 
the  287  residential  units  that  are  currently  under  construction  at  Executive  Park  and  will  be 
completed  in  1999.  The  Baseline  conditions  also  assume  the  operation  of  MUNI's  Third 
Street  light  rail  line,  which  will  require  the  removal  of  one  travel  lane  in  each  direction  of 
Bay  shore  Boulevard  and  Third  Street.  In  addition,  the  analysis  assumes  that  the  study 
intersection  of  Bayshore/Blanken/Arleta/San  Bruno  will  be  split  into  two  "T"  intersections,  in 
order  to  accommodate  a  new  light  rail  platform. 

The  number  of  vehicle  and  transit  trips  that  will  be  generated  by  the  residential  units  was 
estimated  based  on  the  methodology  and  assumptions  presented  in  the  San  Francisco 
Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review:  Transportation  Impacts  (SF  Guidelines)  and  the 
Citywide  Travel  Behavior  Survey  (CTBS).  The  mode  choice  and  the  average  vehicle 
occupancy  rates  were  based  on  information  obtained  from  the  1990  U.S.  Census  Journey-to- 
Work  data  for  the  census  tract  that  includes  the  Executive  Park  site,  adjusted  to  reflect  the 
lower  level  of  transit  service  available  at  Executive  Park,  relative  to  the  majority  of  the  census 
tracts  in  the  southeast  part  of  the  City. 

The  287  residential  units  will  generate  about  2,870  daily  person-trips  and  about  500  PM  peak 
hour  person-trips  (inbound  and  outbound).  During  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour,  there  will  be 
about  365  vehicle-trips,  of  which '245  will  be  inbound  to  the  site  and  120  outbound  from  the 
site.  Of  the  50  PM  peak  hour  transit/shuttle  trips  that  will  be  generated  by  the  residential 
units,  approximately  30  will  be  inbound  to  the  site  and  20  outbound  from  the  site.  These  trips 
include  those  directly  on  the  MUNI  56-Rutland  bus  line,  plus  those  who  will  walk  or  take  the 
Executive  Park  shuttle  to  MUNI,  Caltrain,  SamTrans  and  BART. 
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The  weekday  PM  peak  hour  vehicle-trips  generated  by  the  287  residential  units  were  assigned 
to  the  local  roadways  in  the  study  area  and  the  regional  highway  network,  based  on 
information  obtained  from  the  CTBS  and  the  U.S.  Census  data.  In  general,  the  addition  of 
these  vehicle-trips  will  have  minimal  effect  on  the  operating  conditions  of  the  freeway  and 
ramp  study  locations.  Under  both  Existing  and  Baseline  conditions,  all  study  locations  would 
operate  at  acceptable  levels  of  service.  With  all  three  roadway  configurations,  the  addition  of 
the  traffic  generated  by  the  residential  units  will  result  in  little  or  no  change  in  average  vehicle 
delay  at  most  of  the  study  intersections.  The  operating  conditions  at  all  approaches  to 
unsignalized  intersections  would  continue  to  be  LOS  C  or  better,  and  all  signalized 
intersections  would  operate  at  LOS  B.  The  Baseline  levels  of  service  are  presented  in  Table  4 
and  are  shown  on  Figure  12,  on  p.  55. 

BASELINE  PLUS  PROJECT  CONDITIONS 

Traffic  Impacts 

Freeways  and  Ramps 
Proposed  Project 

Under  the  Baseline  plus  Project  conditions,  U.S.  101  northbound,  just  south  of  1-280,  would 
operate  at  LOS  D,  as  shown  in  Table  4.  However,  U.S.  101  southbound,  just  north  of  1-380, 
would  change  from  LOS  D  (under  the  Baseline  conditions)  to  LOS  E,  resulting  in  a  significant 
impact.  With  this  level  of  service,  the  freeway  segment  would  be  extremely  unstable,  with 
severely  limited  maneuverability  and  low  travel  speeds.  Both  study  on-ramp  locations  would 
continue  to  operate  at  LOS  C,  as  under  the  Baseline  conditions. 

Residential  Variant 

Table  4A,  on  p.  54a,  presents  a  comparison  of  the  results  of  the  freeway  mainline  and  on-ramp 
analysis  for  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour.  As  shown  in  Table  4A,  freeways  and  on-ramps 
under  this  variant  would  operate  at  the  same  levels  of  service  as  under  the  proposed  project. 
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TABLE  4 

FREEWAY  MAINLINE  AND  RAMP  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE 
Weekday  PM  Peak  Hour 

Baseline      Baseline  +  Project  2015 

Freeway  Segments1 

U.S.  101  Northbound,  south  of  1-280  0.65/C  0.72/D  1.01/F 

U.S.  101  Southbound,  north  of  1-380  0.84/D  0.86/E  1.02/F 
On-Ramps2 

U.S.  101  Northbound  from  Harney  22/C  22/C  */F3 
Way 

U.S.  101  Southbound  from  2VC  21/C  */F3 
Alana/Beatty 


Notes: 

1.  Volume  to  capacity  ratio/Level  of  Service.  Freeway  mainline  operating  conditions  are  defined  by  the 
volume  to  capacity  ratio  (v/c),  based  on  the  1985  Highway  Capacity  Manual,  1994  Update,  methodology. 
V/c  ratios  between  0.00  and  0.283  represent  LOS  A  conditions;  0.284  to  0.452  represent  LOS  B;  0.453 
to  0.673  represent  LOS  C;  0.674  to  0.849  represent  LOS  D;  0.85  to  0.99  represent  LOS  E;  and  v/c  ratios 
greater  than  1.00  represent  LOS  F  conditions. 

2.  Density /Level  of  Service.  Ramp-freeway  junction  operating  conditions  are  defined  by  the  vehicle  density 
(in  passenger  cars  per  hour  per  lane  or  pcphpl),  based  on  the  1985  Highway  Capacity  Manual,  1994 
Update,  methodology.  The  average  maximum  density  for  LOS  A  is  less  than  10  pcphpl,  LOS  B  is 
between  11  and  20  pcphpl,  LOS  C  is  between  21  and  28  pcphpl,  LOS  D  is  between  29  and  35  pcphpl, 
and  LOS  E/F  is  greater  than  35  pcphpl.  *  denotes  breakdown  in  ramp/freeway  merge  operations. 
Extremely  high  vehicle  density  cannot  be  accurately  counted. 

3.  Denotes  breakdown  in  ramp/freeway  merge  operations.  Extremely  high  vehicle  density  conditions  cannot 
be  accurately  counted. 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  June  1999 
Intersections 

Table  5,  on  p.  56,  presents  the  results  of  the  intersection  operations  analysis  for  the  weekday 
PM  peak  hour  for  the  Existing  configuration,  the  Original  Executive  Park  West  Extension,  and 
the  Revised  Executive  Park  West  Extension  roadway,  configurations,  for  informational 
purposes.  The  Project  Sponsor  proposes  to  retain  the  existing  configuration. 


Proposed  Project 
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•  TABLE  4A 

FREEWAY  MAINLINE  AND  RAMP  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE 
FOR  RESIDENTIAL  VARIANT 
Weekday  PM  Peak  Hour 

Baseline  +  Project  Baseline  +  Variant 

Freeway  Segments1 

U.S.  101  Northbound,  south  of  1-280  0.72/D  0.72/D 

U.S.  101  Southbound,  north  of  1-380  0.86/E  0.86/E 

On-Ramps2 

U.S.  101  Northbound  from  Harney  Way  22/C  22/C 

U.S.  101  Southbound  from  Alana/Beatty  21/C  21/C 


Notes: 

1 .  Volume  to  capacity  ratio/Level  of  Service.  Freeway  mainline  operating  conditions  are  defined  by 
the  volume  to  capacity  ratio  (v/c),  based  on  the  1985  Highway  Capacity  Manual,  1994  Update, 
methodology.  V/c  ratios  between  0.00  and  0.283  represent  LOS  A  conditions;  0.284  to  0.452 
represent  LOS  B;  0.453  to  0.673  represent  LOS  C;  0.674  to  0.849  represent  LOS  D;  0.85  to  0.99 
represent  LOS  E;  and  v/c  ratios  greater  than  1.00  represent  LOS  F  conditions. 

2.  Density/Level  of  Service.  Ramp-freeway  junction  operating  conditions  are  defined  by  the  vehicle 
density  (in  passenger  cars  per  horn  per  lane  or  pcphpl),  based  on  the  1985  Highway  Capacity 
Manual,  1994  Update,  methodology.  The  average  maximum  density  for  LOS  A  is  less  than  10 
pcphpl,  LOS  B  is  between  1 1  and  20  pcphpl,  LOS  C  is  between  21  and  28  pcphpl,  LOS  D  is 
between  29  and  35  pcphpl,  and  LOS  E/F  is  greater  than  35  pcphpl. 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  October  1999. 
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The  analysis  assumes  that  local  roadway  improvements  identified  in  the  1985  Conditions  of 
Approval  would  be  implemented  by  the  Project  Sponsor  during  or  after  development  of  the 
proposed  project,  if  warranted  by  unacceptable  operating  conditions.  These  improvements 
include  signalizing  intersections,  minor  street  widening,  and  restriping.  Year  2015  cumulative 
conditions  are  discussed  beginning  on  page  70. 

Existing  Roadway  Configuration 

All  six  study  intersections  would  operate  at  acceptable  levels  of  service  (see  Figure  13).  The 
intersection  of  Harney /Alana/Thomas  Mellon  would  be  signalized  by  the  Project  Sponsor  and 
operate  at  LOS  D.  No  other  unsignalized  intersections  would  need  to  be  signalized  under  the 
Baseline  plus  Project  conditions. 

Original  Executive  Park  West  Extension  Configuration 

Executive  Park  Boulevard  West  would  be  extended  directly  to  the  south  and  a  new 
unsignalized  intersection  of  Harney /Executive  Park  West  would  be  created.  With  this 
configuration,  the  seven  study  intersections  would  operate  at  LOS  C  or  better,  with  minimal 
delays  at  most  approaches.  The  intersections  of  Harney /Alana/Thomas  Mellon  and 
Alana/Executive  Park  West  would  be  signalized  by  the  Project  Sponsor  and  would  operate  at 
LOS  C  and  B,  respectively.  No  other  unsignalized  intersections  would  need  to  be  signalized 
under  the  Baseline  plus  Project  conditions. 

Revised  Executive  Park  West  Extension  Configuration 

A  new  signalized  intersection  of  Harney/Executive  Park  West  would  be  created,  and  the  Alana 
Way  approach  would  be  removed  from  the  intersection  of  Harney /Thomas  Mellon.  With  this 
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IV.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 
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configuration,  the  seven  study  intersections  would  operate  at  acceptable  conditions  (LOS  C  or 
better),  with  minimal  delays  at  most  approaches.  No  unsignalized  intersections  would  need  to 
be  signaled  under  the  Baseline  plus  Project  conditions  with  this  configuration. 


Residential  Variant 

Table  5A  presents  the  results  of  the  intersection  operations  analysis  for  the  weekday  PM  peak 
hour  for  the  Existing  Roadway  configuration,  the  Original  Executive  Park  West  Extension, 
and  the  Revised  Executive  Park  West  Extension.  As  shown  in  Table  5A,  with  the  exception  of 
the  Alana/Executive  Park  West  intersection,  the  intersection  levels  of  service  for  all  three 
roadway  configurations  under  the  Residential  Variant  would  be  the  same  as  those  under  the 
proposed  project  with  minor  differences  in  the  average  delay  per  vehicle.  The  only  difference 
in  LOS  operating  conditions  would  occur  at  the  Alana/Executive  Park  West  intersection, 
which  would  change  from  LOS  B  to  LOS  D,  if  the  Original  Executive  Park  West  Extension 
option  were  implemented.  However,  since  all  intersections  would  operate  at  LOS  D  or  better, 
this  variant  would  not  cause  project-specific  traffic  impacts,  similar  to  the  proposed  project. 

Game-Day  Operations 


Events  at  3Com  Park,  including  football  games  and  possible  other  events,  substantially  affect 
the  operations  of  the  roadways  in  the  vicinity  of  the  stadium,  as  described  on  pp.  34-36, 
above,  in  the  Transportation  Setting  section.  With  the  existing  office  land  uses  at  Executive 
Park,  there  are  few  conflicts  between  stadium  traffic  and  vehicles  destined  to  and  from 
Executive  Park.  However,  with  the  proposed  project,  there  would  be  an  increased  demand  for 
access  to  and  from  Executive  Park  during  both  weekdays  and  weekends.  Although  the  office, 
retail,  restaurant,  day  care  and  health  club  land  uses  are  anticipated  to  generate  substantially 
fewer  trips  on  weekends  (when  most  football  games  and  other  events  take  place)  compared  to 
the  number  of  trips  generated  on  weekdays,  the  hotel  and  residential  units  would  continue  to 
generate  a  similar  number  of  trips  on  weekends  as  on  weekdays.  Football  games  are 
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scheduled  about  11  weekends  a  year;  the  numbers  and  sizes  of  other  events  are  not  known,  but 
many  are  expected  to  have  relatively  small  attendance  that  would  not  create  major  traffic 
congestion.  Therefore,  the  effects  of  events  on  residents  and  others  traveling  to  and  from 
Executive  Park  would  not  be  considered  to  be  a  significant  impact,  but  would  be  inconvenient. 

To  reduce  the  effects  of  the  game-day  impacts  on  Executive  Park  residents  and  employees,  the 
Project  Sponsor  would  implement  an  education/disclosure  program.  This  program  would  have 
two  purposes.  First,  the  program  would  inform  Executive  Park  residents  and  employees  of  the 
schedule  of  events  at  3Com  Park.  Second,  the  program  would  recommend  alternate  access 
routes  to  and  from  U.S.  101  and  the  local  roadway  network  on  event  days,  to  avoid  the  major 
pre-  and  post-game  congestion  on  Harney  Way.  For  example,  northbound  traffic  on  U.S.  101 
would  be  directed  to  use  the  off-ramp  at  Sierra  Point,  travel  north  on  Bayshore  Boulevard  and 
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Tunnel  Avenue,  and  enter  the  site  via  Blanken  Avenue  because  the  northbound  off-ramp  at 
Harney  Way  is  closed  after  events  at  the  stadium  and  Harney  Way  is  temporarily  one-way 
westbound.  Southbound  traffic  on  U.S.  101  would  be  encouraged  to  use  the  Third/Bayshore 
off- ramp,  travel  south  on  Bay  shore  Boulevard,  and  enter  the  site  via  Blanken  Avenue  because 
Alana  Way  and  Harney  Way  are  closed  to  in-bound  traffic  following  events  at  the  stadium. 
Traffic  leaving  the  Executive  Park  site  before  3Com  Park  events  would  be  directed  to  use 
Blanken  Avenue  to  Tunnel  Road  and  travel  north  or  south  to  freeway  ramps  because  Harney 
Way  is  converted  to  one-way  eastbound  and  provides  no  access  to  the  freeway  from  the  project 
site. 

Although  this  education/disclosure  program  would  be  beneficial  for  the  residents  of  Executive 
Park,  it  would  have  little  benefit  for  hotel  guests  (and  for  patrons  of  the  health  club  facilities, 
retail  uses,  or  restaurants  who  were  not  regular  patrons  of  these  facilities).  Since  these  people 
may  not  be  familiar  with  the  local  roadway  network  and  may  not  be  fully  aware  of  traffic 
conditions  on  game-days,  they  would  likely  continue  to  be  impacted  by  the  event  conditions. 
In  addition,  the  education/disclosure  program  would  not  eliminate  the  existing  impact  on 
access  difficulties  for  residents  of  Little  Hollywood.  By  directing  all  Executive  Park  traffic  to 
Blanken  Avenue,  which  is  primarily  residential  in  nature,  there  would  be  a  substantial  increase 
in  vehicular  traffic  on  this  street.  This  increase  would  not  occur  on  a  regular  basis  and  thus 
would  not  be  considered  a  significant  impact.  However,  the  additional  traffic  on  the  primarily 
residential  streets  would  be  an  inconvenience  for  some  residents  in  the  neighborhood. 

The  impacts  to  the  proposed  project  under  game-day  conditions  were  assessed  for  the  three 
roadway  configurations.  In  order  for  the  Original  and  Revised  Executive  Park  Boulevard 
West  Extension  configurations  to  operate,  the  northbound  off- ramp  to  Harney  Way  would  need 
to  remain  open  after  games,  and  the  right-turn  (onto  Alana  Way)  restriction  would  need  to  be 
removed  from  the  southbound  off-ramp  to  Alana/Beatty.  The  Project  Sponsor  would  need  to 
consult  with  Caltrans  and  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  (DPT) 
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to  determine  the  feasibility  of  these  changes.  With  the  re-opening  of  the  off-ramps,  there 
would  be  the  potential  for  substantial  turning  movement  conflicts  between  Executive  Park 
traffic  and  stadium  traffic.  To  provide  assistance  in  ensuring  continual  access  to  and  from 
Executive  Park,  the  number  of  control  officers  would  need  to  increase.  The  Project  Sponsor, 
DPT,  the  Planning  Department  and  the  49ers  would  need  to  work  together  to  determine  the 
staffing  levels  required  to  ensure  smooth  operations  on  game-days. 

Existing  Roadway  Configuration 

No  changes  to  the  pre-  and  post-game  roadway  configuration  have  been  identified  by  the 
Project  Sponsor.  However,  additional  control  officers  would  be  needed  at  the  intersections  of 
Alana/Executive  Park  West,  Harney /Alana/Thomas  Mellon  and  Harney/Executive  Park  East  to 
assist  Executive  Park-related  traffic.  With  additional  control  officers  and  the  proposed 
education  program,  new  residents  and  users  of  the  project  site  would  have  access,  but  would 
continue  to  be  inconvenienced  on  days  with  major  events  at  3Com  Park. 

Original  Executive  Park  West  Extension  Configuration 

Executive  Park  Boulevard  West  would  be  extended  directly  south  from  Alana  Way  and  Harney 
Way  with  this  configuration.  The  roadway  extension  would  be  useful  for  both  Executive  Park 
employees,  residents,  and  hotel  patrons,  as  well  as  people  destined  to  and  from  Little 
Hollywood  and  Bayshore  Boulevard.  Additional  control  officers  would  need  to  be  stationed  at 
the  intersections  of  Harney/Executive  Park  West  and  Alana/Executive  Park  West  to  allow  for 
vehicles  to  turn  left  or  right  onto  the  roadway  extension.  The  Harney  Way  off-ramp  from 
northbound  U.S.  101  would  need  to  remain  open  after  events  at  3Com  Park  for  this  roadway 
configuration  to  be  useful  to  Executive  Park  residents  and  employees. 
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Revised  Executive  Park  West  Extension  Configuration 

Preliminary  pre-  and  post-game  lane  configurations  and  ramp  closures  have  been  developed  by 
the  Project  Sponsor  for  this  configuration.  In  general,  they  would  be  similar  to  those  currently 
in  effect;  however,  since  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West  would  be  reconfigured  into  a  "T" 
intersection  with  Harney  Way,  the  merging  and  diverging  of  the  traffic  streams  to  and  from 
U.S.  101  northbound  and  southbound  would  not  be  as  direct  as  with  the  Existing  roadway 
configuration.  The  Harney  Way  off-ramp  from  U.S.  101  northbound  is  assumed  to  remain 
open  after  events  at  3Com  Park,  unlike  existing  conditions.  Based  on  the  preliminary  pre-  and 
post-game  access  plans,  a  number  of  issues  have  been  raised  regarding  access  to  and  from 
3ComPark.  For  example,  the  overhead  lane  control  system  would  need  to  be  expanded 
(resulting  in  costs,  operations  and  safety  issues),  an  extensive  system  of  traffic  cones  would  be 
needed  (resulting  in  logistical  and  driver  safety  issues),  and  the  number  of  lanes  to  U.S.  101 
southbound  would  be  reduced  (resulting  in  an  increase  in  congestion  and  safety  issues). 

Transit  Impacts 

Proposed  Project 

The  proposed  project  would  generate  an  additional  215  transit  trips  during  the  PM  peak  hour 
that  would  use  both  local  and  regional  transit  providers,  including  MUNI,  BART,  Caltrain  and 
SamTrans.  While  some  of  these  transit  trips  would  be  accommodated  on  the  MUNI  56- 
Rutland  line  that  currently  travels  into  Executive  Park,  the  majority  of  the  trips  would  access 
the  regional  transit  providers  using  the  Executive  Park  shuttle  or  walking.  Following 
completion  of  the  proposed  project,  shuttle  service  would  be  provided  every  6  to  7  minutes 
during  the  PM  peak  period.  The  shuttle  service  would  therefore  provide  more  frequent  and 
more  direct  service  (i.e.,  no  transfer  required)  to  the  local  and  regional  transit  services  than 
the  MUNI  56-Rutland.  In  addition  to  the  increase  during  the  PM  peak  hour,  shuttle  service 
would  also  be  expanded  during  the  AM  peak  hour  and  during  the  off-peak  hours. 
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The  proposed  project  would  generate  a  total  of  215  PM  peak  hour  transit/shuttle  trips,  of 
which  about  165  would  be  outbound  and  50  would  be  inbound.  About  70  percent  of  these 
passengers  would  travel  to  the  north  and  30  percent  to  the  south.  The  addition  of  the  170 
weekday  PM  peak  hour  transit  passengers  would  not  substantially  increase  occupancy  on  the 
local  and  regional  transit  providers.  The  215  transit  trips  would  generally  be  distributed 
among  service  providers  as  follows:  150  trips  on  BART,  45  trips  on  Caltrain,  15  trips  on 
MUNI  and  5  trips  on  SamTrans.  BART,  MUNI,  Caltrain  and  SamTrans  currently  have 
capacity  to  accommodate  the  additional  demand. 

With  the  Revised  Executive  Park  West  Extension  configuration,  changes  would  be  required  to 
the  MUNI  56-Rutland  route.  For  example,  the  existing  bus  stop  located  at  the  northeast 
corner  of  the  intersection  of  Alana/Executive  Park  West  would  be  eliminated.  Furthermore, 
there  may  be  minor  increases  in  run  time,  as  the  revised  Executive  Park  West  would  be  a 
slightly  less  direct  route  than  via  the  existing  Alana  Way.  The  Project  Sponsor  would  work 
with  MUNI  staff  to  relocate  this  bus  stop  on  Executive  Park  West,  if  this  roadway 
configuration  were  to  be  selected. 

Residential  Variant 

The  Residential  Variant  would  result  in  15  more  transit  trips  than  the  proposed  project  during 
the  weekday  PM  peak  hour,  14  of  which  would  be  inbound  to  Executive  Park.  These  trips 
could  be  accommodated  within  the  6-  to  7-minute  frequency  of  shuttle  round-trips  proposed  for 
the  project. 

Parking  Impacts 

Project  Parking 

The  traffic  impacts  analysis  assumes  that  parking  would  be  unconstrained  and  therefore  would 
not  limit  the  number  of  vehicle  trips  to/from  the  project  site;  the  parking  analysis,  however, 
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assumes  that  limited  numbers  of  parking  spaces  would  be  provided,  as  required  in  the 
Executive  Park  Conditional  Use  authorization.  These  assumptions  provide  a  conservative 
result  for  both  traffic  and  parking  impacts  in  that  traffic  impacts  and  parking  demand  are  not 
limited  by  the  restrictions  on  the  amount  of  parking  permitted  by  the  Conditional  Use. 
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The  vehicular  parking  demand  associated  with  the  proposed  project  would  be  4,350  spaces,  for 
a  total  parking  demand  for  the  non-residential  component  of  Executive  Park  of  5, 105  spaces 
(755  spaces  associated  with  existing  uses,  plus  4,350  associated  with  the  proposed  project). 
The  residential  parking  demand  is  excluded,  as  it  would  be  accommodated  within  a  separate 
parking  supply  that  will  be  available  only  to  residents  and  their  visitors.  The  proposed  project 
would  add  2,438  parking  spaces,  for  a  total  parking  supply  of  3,235  spaces  for  the  non- 
residential component  of  Executive  Park  (797  existing  spaces,  plus  2,438  additional  spaces 
with  proposed  project). 

Comparison  of  the  total  parking  demand  of  5,105  spaces  to  the  total  proposed  supply  of  3,235 
spaces,  indicates  a  parking  shortfall  of  1,870  spaces.  The  parking  supply  at  Executive  Park 
was  limited  to  3,235  spaces  for  the  commercial  uses  as  a  condition  of  the  approvals  currently 
in  place  for  the  Executive  Park  Development  Plan  as  a  mitigation  measure  for  previously 
identified  traffic  impacts. 

Drivers  facing  constrained  parking  conditions  could  potentially  park  illegally  on-site,  occupy 
designated  visitor  or  handicapped  parking  spaces  on-site,  seek  alternative  parking  facilities 
such  as  within  Little  Hollywood  (since  on-street  parking  is  currently  unrestricted),  or  switch  to 
alternative  transportation  modes  such  as  carpools,  public  transit,  taxis  or  bicycles.  A 
substantial  parking  spillover  into  the  Little  Hollywood  neighborhood  would  likely  occur, 
affecting  the  residential  character  of  this  neighborhood,  as  well  as  inconveniencing  residents. 
As  such,  the  impact  of  the  parking  shortfall  on  the  character  of  the  Little  Hollywood 
neighborhood  is  considered  a  significant  impact. 

Parking  Variant 

As  a  variant  to  the  proposed  project,  an  additional  1,400  to  1,870  parking  spaces  would  be 
provided  at  Executive  Park.  Under  this  variant,  the  total  parking  supply  available  for  the  non- 
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residential  component  of  Executive  Park  would  be  between  4,635  and  5,105  spaces.  The 
provision  of  additional  parking  spaces  would  reduce  the  shortfall  to  fewer  than  470  spaces. 
The  parking  impact  would  be  substantially  lessened  or  eliminated,  as  there  would  be  a 
reduction  in  the  amount  of  illegal  parking  within  the  site,  and  fewer  drivers  seeking  on-street 
parking  in  the  Little  Hollywood  neighborhood.  The  traffic  analysis  was  prepared  without 
accounting  for  constraints  on  parking  availability;  therefore  the  variant  would  not  cause  greater 
traffic  impacts  than  discussed  above. 


Residential  Variant 


Because  the  current  Conditional  Use  Authorization  permits  up  to  3,235  parking  spaces  for 
non-residential  uses,  it  is  assumed  for  the  purposes  of  this  analysis  that  all  3,235  spaces  would 
be  retained  even  though  the  hotel  would  be  eliminated  under  this  variant.  Non-residential 
parking  demand  under  this  variant  would  be  4,756  spaces,  a  decrease  of  350  spaces  from  the 
proposed  project.  The  parking  shortfall  would  therefore  be  reduced  from  1,871  spaces  under 
the  proposed  project  to  1,521  spaces,  improving  the  parking  deficit  somewhat;  however,  the 
shortfall  would  remain  large  enough  that  drivers  could  still  seek  alternative  parking  facilities  in 
Little  Hollywood.  Therefore,  the  Residential  Variant  would  have  the  same  significant 
secondary  impacts  in  Little  Hollywood  as  would  the  proposed  project. 

The  number  of  residential  parking  spaces  provided  under  this  variant  would  be  1,500  spaces, 
or  480  spaces  more  than  under  the  proposed  project,  in  order  to  accommodate  the  258 
additional  housing  units.  Residential  parking  demand  would  increase  from  825  spaces  under 
the  proposed  project  to  1,212  spaces  under  this  variant.  Thus,  no  shortfall  for  residential 
parking  would  occur  under  this  variant. 

The  Planning  Code  parking  requirement  for  all  uses  under  the  Residential  Variant  would  be  a 
total  of  4,049  spaces,  an  increase  of  235  spaces  from  the  proposed  project.  The  proposed 
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supply  of  4,735  total  non-residential  plus  residential  spaces  under  this  variant  would  exceed 
Code  requirements,  as  would  the  proposed  project. 

Game  Day  Parking 

Currently,  some  parking  is  provided  at  Executive  Park  for  events  at  3Com  Park.  About  1 ,950 
parking  spaces  can  be  provided  within  the  existing  on-site  paved  and  unpaved  areas  on  the  site 
north  of  Harney  Way,  with  an  additional  270  spaces  in  the  lot  located  between  Alana  Way, 
Harney  Way  and  U.S.  101.  Construction  of  the  new  buildings  associated  with  the  proposed 
project  would  remove  some  of  this  parking  supply.  If  the  additional  parking  provided  at 
Executive  Park  in  conjunction  with  the  proposed  project  was  not  made  available  for  events, 
vehicles  currently  parking  at  the  Executive  Park  site  may  park  in  the  surrounding 
neighborhoods,  including  Bayview  Hunters  Point  and  Little  Hollywood,  adding  to  the  existing 
spillover  parking  in  these  neighborhoods  during  events.  There  are  about  1,075  on-street 
parking  spaces  in  the  Little  Hollywood  neighborhood,  west  of  U.S.  101  from  the  project  site.9 
On  non-football  game  weekend  days,  about  35%  of  the  on-street  parking  spaces  are  occupied. 
On  football  game  days,  on-street  spaces  in  Little  Hollywood  are  already  100%  occupied. 
Thus,  additional  spillover  parking  by  those  who  could  no  longer  use  the  Executive  Park  site 
could  increase  competition  for  parking  in  this  neighborhood  on  game  days  and  could  cause 
some  destined  for  the  stadium  to  park  further  away,  either  in  Visitacion  Valley  or  in  the 
Bayview  Hunters  Point  neighborhood.  Although  spillover  parking  would  be  an  annoyance  to 
the  residents  of  Bayview  Hunters  Point  and  Little  Hollywood,  these  disruptions  would  not 
occur  on  a  regular  basis  and  therefore  would  not  be  considered  a  significant  impact. 
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Pedestrian/Bicycle  Impacts 

With  development  of  the  proposed  project,  the  number  of  pedestrian  trips  would  substantially 
increase  within  the  Executive  Park  site.  These  new  pedestrian  trips  would  be  accommodated 
on  the  existing  sidewalks,  as  well  as  on  sidewalks  that  would  be  constructed  as  part  of  the 
proposed  project.  The  proposed  project  would  also  result  in  an  increase  in  pedestrian  trips 
outside  the  Executive  Park  site,  and  would  include  trips  to  and  from  the  Caltrain  station  and 
Bayshore  Boulevard  and  trips  along  the  Bay  Trail.  Pedestrians  destined  to  Caltrain, 
SamTrans,  other  MUNI  bus  lines,  or  to  vehicles  parked  in  Little  Hollywood  would  be 
accommodated  on  the  sidewalks  within  Executive  Park  and  on  Blanken  Avenue.  Currently, 
there  are  no  sidewalks  along  Alana  Way  west  of  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West  and  on 
portions  of  Blanken  Avenue.  Pedestrians  would  be  required  to  walk  within  the  travel  lanes  for 
a  portion  of  their  trip.  The  increase  in  both  vehicles  and  pedestrians  along  Blanken  Avenue 
and  Alana  Way  would  result  in  an  increase  in  the  potential  for  pedestrian/vehicle  conflicts. 
Pedestrian  trips  on  Harney  Way  would  be  accommodated  within  the  existing  sidewalks. 

Although  the  Existing  and  the  Original  Executive  Park  West  Extension  roadway  configurations 
would  not  include  the  provision  of  crosswalks  across  Harney  Way  to  the  Bay  Trail,  crosswalks 
would  likely  be  added  to  the  intersections  upon  signalization.  The  Revised  Executive  Park 
West  Extension  configuration  would  provide  a  crosswalk  at  the  intersection  of  Harney  /Thomas 
Mellon;  however,  the  Harney  Way  approaches  to  the  intersection  would  be  uncontrolled. 

Bicycle  access  to  the  area  would  not  change  substantially  with  the  development  of  the 
Proposed  project.  Harney  Way  would  remain  as  a  Class  HI  bicycle  route  with  all  three 
potential  roadway  configurations,  and  the  wide  right  lanes  for  bicycles  on  Harney  Way  would 
be  retained.  With  the  currently  low  traffic  levels,  bicycle  travel  generally  occurs  without 
major  impedances  or  safety  problems.  However,  as  the  number  of  vehicles  on  Harney  Way 
would  increase  with  the  Proposed  project,  the  potential  for  conflicts  between  motorists  and 
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bicycles  would  also  increase,  as  there  would  be  more  competition  for  the  travel  lanes  between 
bicycles,  autos  and  trucks. 

Loading  Issues 
Proposed  Project 

Most  delivery  and  service  vehicles  accessing  the  Proposed  project  would  use  U.S.  101 ,  Third 
Street  and/or  Bayshore  Boulevard.  Direct  assess  to  the  site  would  be  via  Alana  and  Harney 
Ways.  Trucks  weighing  over  6,000  pounds  are  not  permitted  on  Blanken  Avenue. 

The  proposed  project  would  generate  about  365  daily  service  and  freight  delivery  trips,  with 
about  40  trips  occurring  during  an  average  hour  and  50  trips  occurring  during  the  peak  hour  of 
loading  activity  (generally  between  10:00  AM  and  1:00  PM).  The  majority  (about  75  percent) 
of  the  service  and  freight  delivery  trips  would  occur  by  small  trucks,  vans,  cars  and  pick-up 
trucks  (e.g.,  U.S.  postal  service  and  UPS),  with  the  remaining  trips  by  larger  delivery 
vehicles.  This  would  create  a  demand  for  17  loading  spaces  in  an  average  hour. 

Section  .152  of  the  Planning  Code  would  require  provision  of  12  off-street  loading  spaces  for 
the  proposed  new  office  buildings,  with  2  spaces  required  for  OB4,  and  3  for  OB5,  in  Phase  1 
of  the  project,  and  7  spaces  required  for  the  two  or  three  office  buildings  included  in  Phase  2 
of  the  project.  The  existing  buildings  would  be  required  to  provide  2  loading  spaces,  for  a 
total  of  14  spaces  for  the  entire  Executive  Park  office  development  pursuant  to  the  Planning 
Code.  The  Conditional  Use  authorization  approved  for  the  project  required  17  spaces  for  full 
development,  including  the  existing  office  buildings;  this  is  3  more  than  the  Planning  Code 
requirement.  The  two  new  residential  buildings  would  each  require  one  loading  space  under 
Planning  Code  Section  152,  assuming  both  buildings  would  exceed  100,000  sq.  ft. 

The  proposed  project  would  provide  13  new  off-street  freight  loading  spaces  for  the  new  office 
buildings,  one  more  than  the  12  loading  spaces  required  under  the  Planning  Code.  In  total, 
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the  commercial  portion  of  the  Executive  Park  Development  would  have  21  loading  spaces,  8 
existing  and  13  new  spaces,  or  7  more  than  required  under  the  Code  and  3  more  than  required 
in  the  Conditional  Use  authorization.  The  13  new  spaces  would  not  meet  the  calculated 
demand  for  17  loading  spaces  for  the  new  office  buildings.  If  the  loading  demand  is  not  met, 
trucks  would  likely  find  parking  within  the  passenger  zones  and  fire  (red)  zones  in  front  of  the 
buildings.  While  use  of  passenger  and  fire  zones  could  be  annoying,  it  is  not  anticipated  that 
substantial  amounts  of  double  parking  by  delivery  vehicles  would  occur,  nor  is  it  assumed  that 
delivery  vehicles  would  block  emergency  vehicles.  Therefore,  the  excess  demand  for  loading 
spaces  would  not  cause  traffic  disruptions. 

Residential  Variant 


The  Residential  Variant  would  reduce  the  average  hour  loading  demand  for  the  non-residential 
component  of  the  proposed  project  from  17  spaces  to  16  spaces  with  elimination  of  the  hotel. 
The  loading  space  supply  would  decrease  from  13  spaces  to  11  spaces.  Thus,  this  variant 
would  have  a  shortfall  of  5  spaces,  or  one  more  than  the  proposed  project.  The  Planning  Code 
loading  space  requirement  would  be  reduced  from  12  to  10  spaces.  Since  the  proposed  project 
would  supply  1 1  spaces,  the  Residential  Variant  would  continue  to  meet  Code  requirements. 

Construction  Impacts 

Construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  start  in  1999  and  take  approximately  5  to  7  years, 
with  completion  sometime  in  2004  to  2006.  Construction  of  each  building  would  be 
accomplished  in  five  basic  stages:  excavation,  foundation,  structure,  exterior  finishing  and 
interior  finishing.  Excavation  and  site  preparation  for  the  two  residential  buildings  is  being 
carried  out  together  with  the  construction  of  the  five  residential  buildings  in  the  Baseline. 
Construction  activities  in  one  stage  may  overlap  into  the  next  stage.  During  all  stages  of 
work,  there  would  be  a  flow  of  trucks  into  and  out  of  Executive  Park.  The  number  of  trucks 
per  day  would  vary  by  construction  phase,  and  would  range  from  about  2  to  100  for 
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commercial  buildings,  with  the  residential  buildings  contributing  an  additional  5  to  10  trucks. 
The  peak  period  in  terms  of  truck  trips  would  occur  during  the  excavation  stage,  where  there 
would  be  an  estimated  100  truck  trips  per  day.  These  truck  trips  would  occur  over  the  course 
of  the  day.  The  average  number  of  truck  trips  per  day  would  be  about  30  to  40. 

Access  to  the  site  would  be  via  U.S.  101  and  the  on-  and  off-ramps  at  Harney  Way  and  Alana 
Way/Beatty  Avenue.  Excavated  materials  are  proposed  to  be  deposited  in  the  Brisbane 
Bay  lands  area,  and  trucks  would  be  expected  to  use  Alana  Way  to  access  the  site.  Trucks 
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weighing  over  6,000  pounds  are  prohibited  on  Blanken  Avenue,  and  this  street  would  not  be 
used  as  a  truck  access  route  for  project  construction. 

The  impact  of  construction  traffic  would  vary  as  stages  were  completed  for  each  building. 
Transportation  impacts  from  construction  activities  are  due  to  increased  local  truck  traffic 
(either  hauling  excavation  materials  away  from  the  site  or  delivering  construction  materials  to 
it),  increased  traffic  from  construction  workers  driving  to  and  from  the  site,  and  construction 
worker  parking  in  the  site  vicinity.  The  impacts  of  construction  truck  traffic  would  be  a 
lessening  of  the  capacities  of  the  local  access  streets  and  haul  routes,  due  to  slower  movements 
and  larger  turning  radii  of  the  trucks.  On  the  freeway,  the  effect  of  truck  traffic  under  near 
capacity  and  capacity  conditions  would  be  the  potential  for  an  increase  in  the  number  and 
duration  of  breakdowns  in  traffic  flow. 

Staging  of  construction  equipment  and  materials  is  anticipated  to  be  within  Executive  Park  on 
undeveloped  portions  of  the  site.  Any  employee  and  visitor  parking  temporarily  displaced  due 
to  construction  activities  would  need  to  be  accommodated  elsewhere  within  Executive  Park. 
Truck  loading  and  unloading  activities  would  occur  within  the  site  and  would  have  minimal 
impact  on  the  adjacent  streets. 

The  typical  work  shift  for  most  construction  workers  would  be  from  7:00  AM  to  3:30  PM. 
Construction  worker  parking  would  occur  on-site,  and  would  vary  depending  on  the  stage  of 
construction.  It  is  not  anticipated  that  construction  workers  would  need  to  occupy  parking 
spaces  on  neighborhood  streets. 

Since  the  construction  of  the  proposed  project  is  anticipated  to  occur  between  1999  and  2006, 
it  would  overlap  with  other  construction  activities  in  the  area,  including  the  Third  Street  Light 
Rail  project  and  the  Sunnydale  Sewer  project,  and  could  potentially  overlap  with  the 
construction  of  the  proposed  stadium  and  retail/entertainment  center  at  Candlestick  Point  and 
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the  Home  Depot  warehouse  on  Bayshore  Boulevard.  The  Third  Street  LRT  is  expected  to 
construct  the  Bayshore  Boulevard  portion  in  late  2002/early  2003.  The  construction  of  the 
Sunny  dale  sewer  in  the  vicinity  of  Harney  Way  is  anticipated  to  be  in  2002.  The  proposed 
stadium  and  mall  is  anticipated  to  have  a  two-year  construction  period,  but  no  definite  schedule 
has  been  established.  The  Home  Depot  project  is  under  review  at  the  Planning  Department; 
no  construction  schedule  has  been  established.  Construction  management  consultants  for  these 
various  projects  would  be  required  to  collaborate  with  the  Department  of  Public  Works  to 
minimize  temporary  transportation  impacts.  In  addition,  construction  initiation  should  be 
coordinated  with  MUNI's  chief  inspector. 

2015  CUMULATIVE  CONDITIONS 

Methodology /Approach 

Traffic  Volumes 

As  the  Executive  Park  site  is  in  a  relatively  isolated  location  at  the  San  Francisco  and  San 
Mateo  county  line,  traffic  forecasts  for  future  2015  conditions  were  developed  based  on 
cumulative  development  and  growth  identified  in  two  regional  travel  demand  models:  the 
MTC  Regional  Travel  Demand  Model  and  the  San  Mateo  County  Travel  Demand  Model. 
These  models  provide  forecasts  of  traffic  on  regional  freeways  and  on  the  study  area  roadway 
network  for  future  years,  based  upon  assumptions  of  growth  in  housing  units  and  employment. 
The  travel  demand  model  results  were  supplemented  by  a  manual  trip  generation  and 
assignment  of  traffic  generated  by  a  number  of  development  projects  proposed  in  the  vicinity 
of  Executive  Park.  The  steps  in  developing  the  future  traffic  volumes  include: 

•  MTC  Regional  Travel  Demand  Model:  The  MTC  model  was  used  to  obtain  future 
traffic  for  2015  conditions  for  roadways  within  the  San  Francisco  City  and  County 
limits.  The  model  included  the  2015  Cumulative  Update  of  the  land  uses  within  San 
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Francisco.  In  the  vicinity  of  Candlestick  Point,  the  MTC  model  contains  a  very  limited 
representation  of  the  local  street  network  and  contains  large  travel  analysis  zones 
(TAZs).  In  order  to  provide  a  detailed  assessment  of  the  traffic  forecasts  and  operating 
conditions  required  for  this  study,  the  development  assumptions  for  both  Executive 
Park  and  the  Candlestick  Point  area  (including  the  new  football  stadium  and 
retail/entertainment  center)  were  removed  from  the  model  and  replaced  by  a  manual 
trip  generation  and  assignment  (see  Manual  Trip  Generation  and  Traffic  Assignment 
step  below). 

•  San  Mateo  County  Travel  Demand  Model:  The  San  Mateo  County  model  was  used 
to  obtain  future  traffic  volumes  for  roadways  within  San  Mateo  County /City  of 
Brisbane,  and  for  the  regional  roadway  facilities  (the  San  Mateo  model  also 
incorporates  the  most  recent  expansion  plans  for  the  San  Francisco  International 
Airport,  which  would  primarily  affect  traffic  growth  on  the  regional  freeway  system). 
The  traffic  growth  identified  by  the  San  Mateo  Model  was  adjusted  for  2015  conditions 
to  reflect  additional  growth  between  2010  and  2015,  based  on  ABAG  Projections  '96. 
Based  on  information  obtained  from  the  City  of  Brisbane,  the  development  assumptions 
for  the  Brisbane  Baylands  site  were  removed  from  the  model  and  replaced  by  a  manual 
trip  generation  and  assignment  of  anticipated  development  on  the  site  (see  Manual  Trip 
Generation  and  Traffic  Assignment  step  below). 

•  Intersection  Turning  Movement  Volumes:  The  travel  demand  models  forecast  traffic 
volumes  for  street  segments,  but  not  for  intersections.  The  traffic  growth  for  each 
analysis  street  segment  was  added  to  existing  traffic  volumes  to  obtain  future  year  2015 
projections.  The  output  from  each  model  was  reconciled  at  the  common  analysis 
locations  by  adjusting  traffic  growth,  as  appropriate.  Then,  based  on  existing  traffic 
patterns  and  proposed  development  access  points,  manual  adjustments  were  made  to 
develop  future  2015  PM  peak  hour  turning  movement  projections  for  the  analysis 
intersections,  freeway  mainlines  and  freeway  ramps.  The  resultant  volumes  served  as  a 
base  onto  which  the  traffic  generated  by  Executive  Park,  Candlestick  Point 
retail/entertainment  center  and  the  Brisbane  Baylands  was  added. 

•  Manual  Trip  Generation  and  Traffic  Assignment:  As  noted  above,  a  manual  trip 
generation  and  assignment  of  the  vehicle  trips  generated  by  Executive  Park, 
Candlestick  Point  retail/entertainment  center  and  development  of  Brisbane  Baylands 
was  conducted,  as  the  regional  models  do  not  provide  sufficient  detail  for  use  in  the 
traffic  impact  analysis.  The  traffic  generated  by  these  projects  was  added  to  the  future 
background  traffic  volumes  developed  from  the  regional  travel  demand  models.  Within 
San  Francisco,  the  manual  trip  generation  and  assignment  used  assumptions  of  the 
specific  land  uses  and  travel  characteristics  at  Executive  Park  and  the  Candlestick  Point 
retail/entertainment  center.  Within  Brisbane,  a  manual  trip  generation  and  assignment 
was  conducted  of  the  anticipated  development  on  Brisbane  Baylands  including:  500,000 
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square  feet  of  retail,  450,000  square  feet  of  R&D,  and  200,000  to  300,000  square  feet 
of  high  tech  by  year  2002,  and  an  additional  1.0  million  square  feet  of  retail  by  year 
20 13. 10  The  analysis  included  use  of  standard  trip  generation  rates  for  the  proposed 
land  uses  and  distribution  of  that  travel  to  the  local  and  regional  roadway  network. 
The  vehicle  trips  from  these  development  projects  were  distributed  to  the  roadway 
network  based  on  information  from  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  as  well  as 
output  from  the  San  Mateo  Travel  Demand  Model. 

•  Fitch  Street  Bridge:  In  addition  to  the  above-mentioned  development  projects,  there 
are  plans  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  for  construction  of  a  Fitch 
Street  Bridge,  which  would  cross  over  the  Yosemite  Slough  and  provide  an  alternate 
access  route  between  U.S.  101  and  the  Bayview  and  Hunters  Point  Shipyard 
communities.  In  addition,  the  plan  includes  the  extension  of  Carroll  Avenue  between 
Third  Street  and  Bayshore  Boulevard.  To  account  for  construction  of  the  bridge  and 
Carroll  Avenue  extension,  traffic  volumes  that  would  use  the  two  roadways  were 
estimated  based  on  the  vehicle  assignment  from  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard 
Redevelopment  Plan  EIR/EIS.  These  volumes  were  then  manually  added  to  the 
analysis  intersections,  freeway  mainlines  and  freeway  ramps. 

The  growth  identified  in  the  regional  travel  demand  models,  with  adjustments  noted  above, 
also  accounts  for  travel  from  the  Home  Depot  project  and  provides  for  further  growth  from  as- 
yet  unknown  development  in  the  area  near  the  project  site  as  well  as  elsewhere  in  the  region. 

Changes  to  Roadway  Network 

As  part  of  roadway  changes  associated  with  the  proposed  retail/entertainment  center  and 
football  stadium  at  Candlestick  Point,  the  intersection  of  Harney /Jamestown  is  proposed  to  be 
reconfigured.  In  order  to  accommodate  the  anticipated  traffic  generated  by  the  retail  and 
entertainment  center,  a  new  roadway  would  be  constructed  around  the  perimeter  of  the  stadium 
and  mall  site.  This  roadway  would  generally  have  five  lanes,  two  lanes  in  each  direction  and  a 
center  turn  lane.  At  the  approach  to  the  intersection  of  Harney /Jamestown,  Harney  Way 
would  be  widened  to  six  lanes,  with  two  lanes  in  the  westbound  direction  and  four  lanes  in  the 
eastbound  direction.  A  traffic  signal  would  be  installed  at  this  intersection.  In  addition,  an 
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eastbound  left-turn  pocket  at  the  intersection  of  Harney/Executive  Park  East  would  be  created. 
These  changes  were  included  as  part  of  the  2015  Cumulative  conditions  analysis. 

As  discussed  above  under  Baseline  Plus  Project  Conditions,  the  analysis  of  2015  conditions 
assumes  that  local  roadway  improvements  identified  in  the  1985  Conditions  of  Approval  would 
be  implemented  by  the  Project  Sponsor  during  or  after  project  development,  if  warranted  by 
unacceptable  operating  conditions.  These  improvements  included  signalizing  intersections, 
minor  street  widening,  and  restriping. 

Traffic  Impact  Analysis 

Freeway  and  Ramps 

By  2015,  there  is  anticipated  to  be  a  substantial  increase  in  traffic  volumes  on  U.S.  101  and 
the  study  off-ramps  and  on-ramps  as  a  result  of  forecast  development  in  San  Francisco  and  the 
region.  The  increase  in  traffic  volumes  would  add  to  existing  congestion  on  the  regional 
freeway  system  and  cause  breakdown  in  operations  at  locations  where  excess  capacity 
currently  exists. 

The  addition  of  the  traffic  generated  by  the  Proposed  project  to  the  freeway  and  ramps  would 
contribute  to  the  levels  of  congestion.  Table  4,  on  p.  54,  presents  the  levels  of  service  for  the 
2015  Cumulative  conditions  for  the  freeway  and  ramps  analysis  locations.  By  2015,  both 
freeway  mainline  segments  would  operate  at  LOS  F,  with  volume  to  capacity  ratios  of  greater 
than  1.0.  These  conditions  indicate  that  there  would  be  frequent  breakdowns  in  the  traffic 
flow,  resulting  in  the  formation  of  queues  on  the  freeway.  In  addition,  both  the  northbound 
on-ramp  from  Harney  Way  and  the  southbound  on-ramp  from  Alana/Beatty  would  operate  at 
LOS  F,  due  to  high  mainline  and  ramp  volumes.  Under  these  operating  conditions, 
breakdown  of  freeway  and  ramp  junction  occurs,  which  results  in  low  speeds  on  the  freeway 
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and  the  formation  of  queues  along  the  ramps.  These  queues  at  the  on-ramps  would  spill-back 
to  nearby  intersections,  which  would  impact  the  operating  conditions  of  these  intersections. 

Intersections 

Between  the  completion  of  the  proposed  project  and  2015,  a  number  of  new  developments  are 
anticipated  to  be  constructed  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project,  including  the  Candlestick 
Point  retail/entertainment  center  and  Brisbane  Baylands.  As  these  projects  come  on  line,  the 
operating  conditions  at  the  nearby  intersections  would  continually  worsen.  In  order  to 
maintain  acceptable  operating  conditions,  a  series  of  roadway  improvements  would  need  to 
occur,  including  such  measures  as  signalization,  minor  street  widening,  and  restriping.  These 
roadway  improvements  would  temporarily  improve  intersection  operations.  By  2015, 
however,  it  is  anticipated  that  only  two  of  the  study  intersections  would  operate  at  acceptable 
levels  of  service,  as  shown  on  Table  5:  Harney /Jamestown  and  Harney /Executive  Park  East 
(see  Figure  14).  The  remaining  study  intersections  would  operate  at  LOS  F,  with  extremely 
high  delays  per  vehicle,  resulting  in  the  formation  of  substantial  queues  at  most  of  the 
approaches.  Traffic  generated  by  the  proposed  project  would  contribute  to  poor  operating 
conditions  at  these  locations.  In  addition,  due  to  congestion  on  the  freeway  and  high  on-ramp 
demand,  queues  forming  on  the  U.S.  101  northbound  on-ramp  at  Harney  Way  and  southbound 
on-ramp  at  Alana/Beatty  would  spill  back  to  the  adjacent  upstream  intersections,  substantially 
reducing  the  ability  of  the  intersections  to  process  vehicles. 

Fitch  Street  Bridge 

The  proposed  Fitch  Street  Bridge  would  provide  an  alternate  route  to  and  from  U.S.  101  for 
vehicles  destined  to  and  from  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  or  the  eastern  area  of  the  Bayview 
Hunters  Point  neighborhood.  If  this  bridge  were  not  constructed,  there  would  be  a  decrease  in 
traffic  volumes  along  Harney  Way  and  at  the  Harney  on-  and  off-ramps  to  U.S.  101. 
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Correspondingly,  there  would  an  increase  in  traffic  along  U.S.  101  northbound,  south  of 
1-280,  as  vehicles  destined  to  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  and  the  Bayview  area  would  be  required 
to  travel  further  north  on  the  freeway.  However,  this  number  of  vehicles  would  have  minimal 
effect  on  the  operating  conditions  and  levels  of  service  of  the  local  intersections  and  freeway 
and  ramps. 

Contribution  to  Cumulative  Traffic  Volumes 


In  order  to  assess  the  effect  of  project-generated  traffic  on  2015  Cumulative  conditions,  the 
proposed  project's  contribution  to  the  2015  Cumulative  traffic  volumes  was  determined.  Two 
calculations  of  the  relative  contributions  of  the  proposed  project's  impacts  were  performed:  the 
proposed  project-generated  traffic  as  a  percent  of  total  2015  Cumulative  traffic  volumes,  and 
the  proposed  project-generated  traffic  as  a  percent  of  only  the  increase  in  traffic  volumes 
between  Baseline  and  2015  Cumulative  conditions.  These  percentages  reflect  the  relative 
degree  of  significance  of  the  contribution  of  proposed  project  generated-traffic  to  the  overall 
delays  and  levels  of  service  at  the  analysis  locations. 


The  percent  contributions  were  calculated  at  the  study  freeway  mainline,  ramps,  and  local 
intersections  (for  all  three  roadway  configurations)  for  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour  and  are 
presented  in  Table  6.  The  proposed  project  would  contribute  a  greater  proportion  of  the 
cumulative  growth  from  Baseline  to  2015  Cumulative  conditions  than  it  would  to  the  total 
2015  Cumulative  volumes.  The  proposed  project's  contribution  to  the  total  2015  volumes  and 
the  cumulative  growth  in  traffic  volumes  would  be  the  greatest  at  the  analysis  locations  closest 
to  the  project  site.  As  distance  from  the  site  increases,  the  contribution  of  the  proposed  project 
would  decrease. 

The  proposed  project's  contribution  to  the  total  2015  volumes  and  the  cumulative  growth  in 
volumes  would  vary  depending  upon  the  existing  volumes  and  the  study  location.  In  the 
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context  of  the  generally  poor  operating  conditions  projected  for  the  freeway  mainline,  ramps 
and  intersections  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project,  however,  the  proposed  project's 
contribution  to  cumulative  traffic  impacts  would  be  considerable  and  would  be  a  significant 
effect  on  the  environment.  The  proposed  project's  contribution  to  cumulative  traffic  impacts 
would  be  too  substantial  to  be  considered  "de  minimis"  in  the  context  of  the  overall  traffic 
growth  through  2015  at  the  study  locations. 

Residential  Variant  Contribution  to  Cumulative  Traffic  Volumes 

Tables  6A,  6B,  and  6C  compare  the  proposed  project's  and  the  Residential  Variant's 
respective  contributions  to  2015  cumulative  traffic  volumes  at  the  study  freeway  mainline, 
ramps,  and  local  intersections  under  each  of  the  three  Executive  Park  Boulevard  roadway 
configurations.  The  differences  between  the  project's  and  the  variant's  percent  contribution  to 
the  2015  cumulative  volumes  are  minor,  ranging  on  the  order  of  1  %  to  3%.  Similar  to  the 
proposed  project,  the  Residential  Variant  would  contribute  considerably  to  significant 
cumulative  traffic  impacts. 
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NOTES  -  Transportation 

1 .  Recreational  streets  are  a  special  category  of  street  whose  major  function  is  to  provide  for  slow  pleasure 
drives  and  cyclist  and  pedestrian  use;  more  highly  valued  for  recreational  use  than  for  traffic  movement. 
The  order  of  priority  for  these  streets  should  be  to  accommodate:  1)  pedestrian,  hiking  trails  or  wilderness 
routes,  as  appropriate;  2)  cyclists;  3)  equestrians;  4)  automobile  scenic  driving.  This  should  be  slow  and 
consistent  with  the  topography  and  nature  of  the  area.  (San  Francisco  General  Plan  Transportation  Element 
p.  1.4.35) 

2.  Major  arterials  are  defined  as  cross-town  thoroughfares  whose  primary  function  is  to  link  districts  within  the 
city  and  to  distribute  traffic  from  and  to  the  freeways.  These  are  routes  generally  of  citywide  significance. 
(Transportation  Element,  p.  1.4.35) 

3.  The  Congestion  Management  (CMP)  Network  is  the  network  of  freeways,  state  highways  and  major  arterials 
established  in  accordance  with  state  Congestion  Management  legislation. 

4.  The  Metropolitan  Transportation  System  (MTS)  is  a  regional  network  for  San  Francisco  of  freeways,  major 
and  secondary  arterials,  transit  conflict  and  recreational  streets  meeting  nine  criteria  developed  by  the 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  as  part  of  the  Regional  Transportation  Plan.  The  criteria  identify 
facilities  that  provide  relief  to  congested  corridors,  improve  connectivity,  accommodate  travel  demand  and 
serve  a  regional  transportation  function. 

5.  Transit  Important  Streets  are  defined  as  major  arterial  roadways  with  high  transit  ridership  or  high  frequency 
of  transit  service.  These  streets  have  a  balance  between  modes  of  transportation  and  emphasize  moving  both 
people  and  goods,  rather  than  on  moving  vehicles. 

6.  Neighborhood  commercial  streets  are  oriented  towards  neighborhood-serving  uses  and  have  special 
allowances  for  pedestrians. 

7.  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Federal  Transit  Administration,  Third  Street  Light  Rail  Project  Final 
EIS/EIR  (SCH  #96102097,  Case  File  No.  96.281E),  March  1999,  Appendix  E. 

8.  Superdistricts  are  travel  analysis  zones  established  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission.  There 
are  four  superdistricts  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  Superdistrict  3  is  generally  bound  by 
Townsend  Street,  7th/Laguna  Honda,  San  Francisco  Bay  and  the  San  Francisco/San  Mateo  County  line . 
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9.  The  parking  data  for  the  Little  Hollywood  area  is  based  on  data  collected  by  Pittman  &  Hames  Associates 
and  Korve  Engineering  in  1 997  for  the  on-going  analysis  for  the  Candlestick  Point  Stadium  and 
Retail/Entertainment  Center  project. 

10.  Carole  Nelson,  Planning  Director,  City  of  Brisbane,  letter  to  Hillary  Gitelman,  January  23,  1998;  and  Anne 
Broadwell,  Esq.,  Adams,  Broadwell  and  Joseph,  representing  the  City  of  Brisbane,  letter  to  Diane  Wong, 
October  22,  1997. 


1999.442E  EEP  10215-00 

  79  

EXECUTIVE  PARK  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN  SEIR  DECEMBER  2.  1999 


IV.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 

C.  Air  Quality 


C.  AIR  QUALITY 

The  air  quality  analysis  in  the  1985  FSEIR  was  based  on  then-applicable  standards  and 
regulations.  Since  then,  standards  have  been  changed,  air  quality  monitoring  has  continued, 
the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  had  adopted  a  regional  Clean  Air 
Plan,  and  the  City  has  added  an  Air  Quality  Element  to  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan.  Air 
quality  setting  information  in  the  1985  FSEIR  has  been  updated  based  on  this  new 
information.  The  transportation  analysis  for  the  project  has  been  revised  and  new  travel  and 
traffic  data  have  been  produced.  Therefore,  the  air  quality  impact  analysis  has  been  revised  to 
account  for  regional  emissions  of  criteria  pollutants  and  localized  emissions  of  carbon 
monoxide  as  prescribed  in  the  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines:  Assessing  the  Air  Quality  Impacts 
of  Projects  and  Plans,  prepared  by  the  District  in  1996. 

This  section  includes  a  summary  of  the  climate  in  the  project  area;  federal,  state,  and  regional 
air  quality  standards;  and  existing  air  quality  conditions  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  for 
both  "criteria  air  pollutants"  and  "toxic  air  contaminants."  Expected  emissions  of  criteria  air 
pollutants  and  toxic  air  contaminants  from  stationary  and  mobile  sources  in  the  project  area 
and  from  cumulative  development  are  derived,  and  associated  air  quality  impacts  are 
evaluated. 

Criteria  air  pollutants  refer  to  a  group  of  pollutants  for  which  regulatory  agencies  have  adopted 
federal,  state,  or  regional  ambient  air  quality  standards  and  pollution  reduction  plans.  Criteria 
air  pollutants  include  ozone,  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  nitrogen  dioxide  (N02),  sulfur  dioxide 
(S02),  particulate  matter,  and  lead.1 

Toxic  air  contaminants  refer  to  a  category  of  air  pollutants  that  pose  a  present  or  potential 
hazard  to  human  health,  but  which  tend  to  have  more  localized  impacts  than  criteria  air 
pollutants.  This  Air  Quality  section  addresses  routinely-emitted  toxic  air  contaminants. 
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SETTING 
CLIMATE 
Regional  Climate 

The  San  Francisco  Bay  Area's  regional  meteorological  conditions  are  dominated  by  the  semi- 
permanent high  pressure  area  in  the  eastern  Pacific  Ocean,  which  is  in  large  part  responsible 
for  the  cool,  dry  summers  and  mild,  moderately  wet  winters.  This  pressure  system  is  also 
responsible  for  the  daytime  sea  breeze  that  tends  to  provide  fresh  air  to  the  Bay  Area. 

Region-wide  temperature  inversions,  caused  by  warm  air  positioned  above  the  cool  daytime 
surface  air,  prohibit  vertical  mixing  of  air.  Regional  inversions  may  be  caused  by  flow  of  cool 
marine  air  moving  inland  from  the  Golden  Gate  or  by  rapid  cooling  of  the  surface  after  sunset 
which  causes  the  air  close  to  the  surface  to  rapidly  cool.  Air  pollution  potential  in  the  region 
is  highest  when  inversions  are  strong  and  winds  are  light.  This  is  because  pollutants  are 
emitted  into  an  air  mass  that  has  a  limited  capacity  to  disperse  the  contaminants. 

Pollution  potential  is  particularly  high  in  the  sheltered  valleys  throughout  the  region  and  in  the 
climatological  subregions  that  are  not  directly  affected  by  the  marine  air  entering  through  the 
Golden  Gate.  In  these  areas,  the  regional  inversion  can  last  for  extended  periods  of  time  and, 
when  combined  with  strong  sunlight  and  locally-generated  pollutants  or  pollutants  transported 
into  the  area,  can  provide  the  worst-case  conditions  for  ozone  generation  and  smog  formation. 
The  project  area  resides  near  the  bay  shore  in  San  Francisco  just  north  of  the  San  Mateo 
County  line.  Marine  air  tends  to  travel  from  the  west  to  this  area  of  the  peninsula  over  the 
low  hills  in  San  Francisco.  These  winds  tend  to  provide  the  cool  and  windy  climate  and 
reduce  pollution  potential  in  the  project  area  by  carrying  pollutants  eastward  towards  the  Bay.2 
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Temperatures  in  San  Francisco  are  moderated  by  the  marine  air  and  the  proximity  to  the  Bay. 
Average  summertime  highs  are  in  the  60s  to  mid-70s,  and  in  the  winter,  average  lows  are  in 
the  40s.3 

Local  Wind  Patterns 

Wind  patterns  are  an  important  element  of  climate  because  they  affect  air  pollution  dispersion 
and  transport.  High  winds  tend  to  cause  an  increase  in  dispersion  and  dilution  of  emissions. 
Stable  conditions,  where  wind  speed  is  low  and  an  inversion  (thermal  boundary  layer 
preventing  upward  escape  of  pollutants)  is  present,  tend  to  trap  air  pollutants  near  the  source 
of  emissions.  Therefore,  understanding  the  wind  directions  and  speeds  in  the  project  area  is 
important  to  understanding  the  transport  and  fate  of  air  pollutants. 

In  the  project  area,  the  prevailing  winds  are  generally  governed  by  the  marine  air  moving  over 
the  San  Francisco  hills  towards  the  Bay.  The  local  terrain  in  the  project  area  may  cause 
micro-scale  eddys  or  wakes  (this  is  especially  notable  at  3Com  Park),  but  the  prevailing  winds 
are  from  the  west.  These  winds  tend  to  carry  pollutants  generated  in  the  City  upwind  of  the 
project  area  through  the  project  area  and  toward  the  Bay. 

APPLICABLE  PLANS  AND  REGULATIONS 

Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 

Federal,  state,  and  local  laws  and  regulations  form  the  foundation  for  controlling  air  pollution. 
The  major  control  efforts  tend  to  focus  on  six  "criteria"  air  pollutants  and  their  precursors. 
The  criteria  pollutants  are  those  for  which  federal  ambient  standards  have  been  established. 
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Based  on  the  authority  of  the  federal  Clean  Air  Act,  including  amendments  of  1990,  and  the 
California  Clean  Air  Act  of  1988,  federal  and  state  regulatory  agencies  set  upper  limits  on  the 
airborne  concentrations  of  the  six  criteria  pollutants.  These  are  ozone,  CO,  N02,  S02, 
particulate  matter,  and  lead.  Particulate  matter  is  regulated  as  inhalable  particulate  matter  less 
than  ten  microns  in  diameter  (PM10),  and  fine  particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in 
diameter  (PM2  5).  Ozone  is  created  by  reactions  in  the  atmosphere  of  nitrogen  oxides  (NOJ 
and  reactive  organic  compounds  (ROG). 

The  federal  and  state  standards  for  these  pollutants  are  summarized  in  Table  7.  Such  upper 
limits  or  "ambient  air  quality  standards"  are  designed  to  protect  all  segments  of  the  population 
including  those  most  susceptible  to  the  pollutants'  adverse  effects  (e.g.,  the  very  young,  the 
elderly,  people  weak  from  illness  or  disease,  or  persons  doing  heavy  work  or  exercise).  The 
potential  human  health  effects  of  these  air  pollutants  are  presented  in  Table  8,  p.  85. 

Toxic  air  contaminants,  which  may  have  the  potential  to  cause  cancer  or  may  pose  a  present  or 
potential  hazard  to  human  health,  are  also  regulated  through  federal,  state,  and  local  programs. 
Unlike  criteria  pollutants,  there  are  no  regional  ambient  standards  for  toxic  air  contaminants; 
this  is  primarily  due  to  the  localized  nature  of  the  adverse  health  impacts  caused  by  toxic  air 
contaminant  emissions.  Mobile  sources  are  not  directly  regulated  as  sources  of  toxic  air 
contaminants,  except  for  lead.  Indirect  control  of  toxic  air  contaminants,  including  lead,  from 
mobile  sources  is  generally  achieved  through  fuel  efficiency  standards  and  reformulation  of 
fuels. 

Air  Quality  Management  Plans 

The  federal  Clean  Air  Act,  as  amended,  and  the  California  Clean  Air  Act  are  the  primary 
drivers  for  attaining  and  maintaining  the  ambient  air  -standards.  The  federal  act  contains 
conformity  provisions  that  help  to  ensure  that  specific  plans  and  projects  throughout  the  region 
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TABLE  7 

FEDERAL  AND  STATE  AIR  QUALITY  STANDARDS 


Pollutant 


Ozone 


Averaging  Time 


1-hour 
8-hour 


California  Standard3 


0.09  ppm 


Federal  Standard1* 

0.12  ppm 
0.08  ppm 


Carbon  Monoxide 


1-hour 
8-hour 


20.00  ppm 
9.00  ppm 


35.00  ppm 
9.00  ppm 


Nitrogen  Dioxide 


1-hour 

Annual  Average 


0.25  ppm 


0.053  ppm 


Sulfur  Dioxide 


1-hour 
3-hour 
24-hour 

Annual  Average 


0.25  ppm 
0.04  ppm 


0.5  ppm 
0.14  ppm 
0.03  ppm 


Particulate  Matter 
(PM10) 


24-hour 

Annual  Geometric 
Mean 

Annual  Arithmetic 
Mean 


50  /zg/m3 
30  fig/m3 


150  /zg/m3 
50  ixg/m3 


Fine  Particulate  24-hour  —  65  iig/m3 

Matter  Annual  Arithmetic  —  15  iig/m3 

(PM25)  Mean 

Lead  (Pb)  30-day  Average  1.5  iig/m3  — 

Calendar  Quarter  —  1.5 /zg/m3 


Notes: 

ppm  =  parts  per  million  by  volume 
jig/m3  =  micrograms  per  cubic  meter 
—       =  No  standard  exists  for  this  category 

a.  California  standards  for  ozone,  carbon  monoxide,  sulfur  dioxide,  nitrogen  dioxide,  and  particulate  matter  (PM10)  are 
values  that  are  not  to  be  exceeded. 

b.  The  form  of  the  federal  standards  (i.e.,  the  statistical  method  of  how  the  standard  is  applied  to  real- world  data)  varies 
from  pollutant  to  pollutant.  For  further  information,  40  CFR  Part  50  includes  the  relevant  form  for  each  federal 
standard. 

Source:  EIP  Associates. 
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TABLE  8 

HEALTH  EFFECTS  SUMMARY  OF  THE  MAJOR  CRITERIA  AIR  POLLUTANTS 


Air  Pollutant 


Adverse  Effects 


Ozone 

Carbon  Monoxide 


Nitrogen  Dioxide 
Sulfur  Dioxide 


Particulate  Matter 

(PM10) 

Fine  Particulate  Matter 

(PM2.5) 


Lead  (Pb) 


Eye  irritation.  Respiratory  function  impairment. 

Impairment  of  oxygen  transport  in  the  bloodstream,  increase  of 
carboxyhemoglobin.  Aggravation  of  cardiovascular  disease.  Impairment  of 
central  nervous  system  function.  Fatigue,  headache,  confusion  and  dizziness. 
Can  be  fatal  in  the  case  of  very  high  concentrations  in  enclosed  places. 

Risk  of  acute  and  chronic  respiratory  illness. 

Aggravation  of  chronic  obstruction  lung  disease.  Increased  risk  of  acute  and 
chronic  respiratory  illness. 

Increased  risk  of  chronic  respiratory  illness  with  long  exposure.  Altered  lung 
function  in  children.  With  S02,  may  produce  acute  illness.  May  be  inhaled 
and  possibly  lodge  in  and/or  irritate  the  lungs. 

May  be  inhaled  and  possibly  lodge  in  and/ or  irritate  the  lungs. 


Prolonged  exposure  may  cause  anemia,  kidney  disease,  and  in  severe  cases, 
neuromuscular  disorder  and  neurologic  dysfunction. 


Source:  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  Air  Quality  Handbook,  1993;  Zannetti,  Paolo,  Air  Pollution  Modeling, 
1990. 


do  not  produce  more  emissions  than  are  allowed  by  local  plans.  These  laws  also  provide  the 
basis  for  the  implementing  agencies  to  develop  mobile  and  stationary  source  performance 
standards. 

The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  is  the  primary  agency  responsible 
for  planning,  implementing,  and  enforcing  the  federal  and  state  ambient  standards  in  the  Bay 
Area.  During  1999,  the  BAAQMD  is  revising  the  region's  State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP). 
The  SIP  is  a  compilation  of  plans  and  regulations  that  govern  how  the  region  and  state  will 
comply  with  the  federal  Clean  Air  Act  requirements  to  attain  and  maintain  the  ozone  standard. 
Along  with  the  BAAQMD,  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC)  and  the 
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Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  will  also  contribute  to  the  SIP.  The  region  must  revise 
the  SIP  because  of  exceedances  of  the  federal  ozone  standard.  The  state  ozone  and  PM10 
standards  are  also  exceeded  in  the  region.  To  meet  the  state  ozone  standard,  the  BAAQMD 
has  prepared  the  1997  Clean  Air  Plan.  No  state  plan  is  required  to  meet  state  PM10  standards. 
The  BAAQMD' s  1997  Clean  Air  Plan  includes  specific  measures  to  reduce  ground  level 
ozone  by  reducing  emissions  of  ozone  precursors.  As  required  by  the  California  Clean  Air 
Act,  the  Clean  Air  Plan's  measures  must  be  feasible  and  expeditiously  adopted.4 

Local  environmental  plans  and  policies  also  recognize  community  goals  for  air  quality. 
The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  includes  the  1997  Air  Quality  Element.5  The  objectives 
specified  by  the  City  include  the  following: 

•  Objective  1:  Adhere  to  state  and  federal  air  quality  standards  and  regional  programs. 


Objective  2:  Reduce  mobile  sources  of  air  pollution  through  implementation  of  the 
Transportation  Element  of  the  General  Plan. 


Objective  3:  Decrease  the  air  quality  impacts  of  development  by  coordination  of  land 
use  and  transportation  decisions. 


Objective  4:  Improve  air  quality  by  increasing  public  awareness  regarding  the 

negative  health  effects  of  pollution  generated  by  stationary  and  mobile 
sources. 


Objective  5:  Minimize  particulate  matter  emissions  from  road  and  construction  sites. 


•  Objective  6:  Link  the  positive  effects  of  energy  conservation  and  waste  management 
to  emission  reductions. 
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AIR  QUALITY  CONDITIONS 
Regional  Air  Quality 

The  state  Air  Resources  Board  (ARB)  compiles  inventories  and  projections  of  CO,  ROG, 
N02,  S02,  and  PM10  emissions  for  the  Bay  Area.  Table  9  presents  a  summary  of  the 
emissions  inventory  and  trends  of  air  pollutants  for  the  Bay  Area  Air  Basin  and  San  Francisco 
County.  Substantial  reductions  in  CO  emissions  forecast  to  occur  between  1996  and  2010  are 
attributed  to  the  stringent  emission  controls  that  have  been  or  will  be  imposed  on  motor 
vehicles  and  stationary  sources.  PM10  is  forecast  to  increase,  mostly  due  to  the  growth  in 
motor  vehicle  travel  in  the  Bay  Area.  S02  is  also  forecast  to  increase  throughout  the  region. 
Specific  control  measures  to  reduce  ozone  by  reducing  emissions  of  ozone  precursors  are 
included  in  the  BAAQMD's  7997  Clean  Air  Plan. 

Both  the  federal  Clean  Air  Act  and  the  California  Clean  Air  Act  require  that  the  State  Air 
Resources  Board  designate  as  "nonattainment  areas"  portions  of  the  state  where  federal  or 
state  ambient  air  quality  standards  are  not  met.  The  nine-county  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Air 
Basin  has  a  history  of  recorded  violations  of  federal  and  state  ambient  air  quality  standards  for 
ozone,  carbon  monoxide,  and  PM10.  Since  the  early  1970s,  substantial  progress  has  been 
made  toward  controlling  these  pollutants.  The  progress  has  led  the  area  to  attaining  all  state 
and  federal  standards  except  those  for  ozone  and  PM10.  For  ozone,  the  Bay  Area  does  not 
meet  the  either  the  state  or  federal  standard.  For  PM10,  the  Bay  Area  does  not  meet  the  state 
standard,  but  the  area  does  meet  the  federal  standard.  The  area  meets  all  standards  for  carbon 
monoxide. 
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TABLE  9 

BAY  AREA  CRITERIA  POLLUTANT  EMISSIONS  INVENTORY  AND  PROJECTIONS 

(Tons/Day  -  Annual  Average) 

CO  ROGa  NO,  SOx 


BAY  AREA  AIR  BASIN 
1996 

Total  Emissions  3,100  490  540  75  160 

On-Road  Motor  Vehicle  Emissions  2,300  240  300  4  8 

Motor  Vehicles' Percent  of  Total  74%  49%  56%  5%  5% 

2010  Forecasted 

Total  Emissions  1,800  330  340  86  210 

On-Road  Motor  Vehicle  Emissions  960  76  160  4  6 

Motor  Vehicles' Percent  of  Total  53%  23%  47%  5%  3% 


SAN  FRANCISCO  COUNTY 


1996 


Total  Emissions 

240 

42 

38 

7 

9 

On-Road  Motor  Vehicle  Emissions 

180 

20 

20 

<  1 

<  1 

Motor  Vehicles'  Percent  of  Total 

75% 

48% 

53% 

<14% 

<11% 

2010  Forecasted 

Total  Emissions 

140 

30 

25 

10 

19 

On-Road  Motor  Vehicle  Emissions 

64 

5 

9 

<  1 

<  1 

Motor  Vehicles'  Percent  of  Total 

46% 

17% 

36% 

<10% 

<5% 

Notes: 

a.  Reactive  organic  gases  (excluding  emissions  from  natural  vegetation).  ROG  and  NOx  react  in  the  atmosphere  to 
form  ozone. 

b.  On-Road  Motor  Vehicle  Emissions  category  in  this  table  does  not  include  paved  road  dust  generated  by  traffic. 
The  methodology  to  inventory  PM  2.5  has  not  been  standardized  or  developed  yet. 

Source:  California  Air  Resources  Board,  Emissions  by  Category  1999.  Available  at:  www.arb.ca.gov/emisinv/eib.htm. 
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Local  Air  Quality 

The  BAAQMD  operates  air  quality  monitoring  stations  in  San  Francisco  at  10  Arkansas  Street 
(at  the  foot  of  Potrero  Hill)  and  at  939  Ellis  Street  (near  the  Civic  Center).  In  San  Mateo 
County,  the  nearest  monitor  is  in  Redwood  City  (about  20  miles  south  of  the  project  site). 
The  Arkansas  Street  location  is  probably  most  representative  of  conditions  in  the  project 
vicinity  because  it  is  closest  in  proximity,  it  is  relatively  close  to  US  101,  and  it  is  within  the 
northern  portion  of  the  peninsula.  The  following  conclusions  can  be  drawn  from  the  data  at 
the  Arkansas  Street  station.6 


•  During  the  period  of  1992  through  1998,  the  state  1-hour  ozone  standard  and  the 
federal  1-hour  and  8-hour  ozone  standards  were  not  exceeded  on  any  day  at  the 
Arkansas  Street  station.  During  this  period,  state  and  federal  standards  were  exceeded 
in  the  eastern  part  of  the  district  or  in  the  Santa  Clara  Valley. 

•  During  the  period  of  1993  through  1997  at  the  Arkansas  Street  station,  the  state  24- 
hour  PM10  standard  was  exceeded  in  no  more  than  10  percent  of  the  samples  per  year, 
the  federal  24-hour  standard  was  not  exceeded  at  all,  and  the  state  and  federal  annual 
standards  were  not  exceeded  at  all.  The  federal  standards  were  not  exceeded  in  the 
district. 


The  regional  and  local  air  quality  shows  that  the  region  has  made  considerable  progress 
toward  meeting  the  state  and  federal  standards.  At  this  time,  the  region  does  not  meet  ozone 
standards,  and  violations  of  the  state  and  federal  standards  for  ozone  continue  to  persist.  In 
the  San  Francisco  area  of  the  district,  however,  none  of  the  ozone  standards  have  recently 
been  exceeded,  and  only  state  standards  for  PM10  have  been  recently  exceeded.  Pollutants 
from  San  Francisco  tend  to  be  carried  into  the  more  sheltered  areas  of  the  region  and  cause 
violations  of  the  standards  there.  In  this  manner,  the  region  will  continue  to  benefit  from 
further  efforts  to  control  emissions  that  originate  in  San  Francisco. 
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Local  Source  Inventory 


Traffic  related  emissions  occur  throughout  the  area  around  the  project  site;  most  notable  are 
the  heavy  volumes  of  traffic  along  the  US  101  corridor.  Emissions  due  to  traffic  congestion 
during  events  at  3Com  Park  also  have  a  temporary  effect  on  localized  air  quality  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  project.  Project-related  impacts  on  air  quality  would  be  primarily  due  to 
project-related  traffic;  other  minor  stationary  sources  in  the  project  site  would  be  related  to 
non-industrial  activity  (such  as  water  heaters  and  ventilation  equipment  of  office,  retail,  and 
residential  uses).  Ambient  air  quality  impacts  related  to  project  traffic  are  discussed  below. 


IMPACTS 


STANDARDS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE 


A  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  with  respect  to  air  quality  if  it 
would  violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard  or  contribute  substantially  to  an  existing  or 
projected  air  quality  violation,  or  expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial  pollutant 
concentrations.  Also,  a  project  could  have  a  significant  air  quality  impact  if  it  would 
permeate  its  vicinity  with  objectionable  odors. 


To  better  define  the  state  guidelines,  the  BAAQMD  recommends  consideration  of  the 
following  significance  criteria  for  project  operations.7  Project  impacts  would  be  considered 
significant  if  they  cause  operation-related  emissions  equal  to  or  exceeding  80  pounds  per  day 
of  ROG,  NOx,  and  inhalable  particulates  PM10  or  CO  concentrations  above  the  state  ambient 
air  quality  standard.  A  project  would  also  be  considered  to  have  a  significant  cumulative 
impact  if  it  individually  has  a  significant  air  quality  impact.8 
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METHODOLOGY 
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Regional  emissions  caused  by  project-related  traffic  are  estimated  using  the  URBEMIS7G 
computer  program.9  URBEMIS  was  developed  by  the  California  Air  Resources  Board 
(CARB)  as  a  planning  tool  to  assess  the  region-wide  impacts  of  proposed  land  use 
developments.  To  estimate  vehicular  emissions,  the  URBEMIS7G  model  uses  emission 
factors  from  the  CARB  EMFAC7G  emissions  model.  Vehicle  operating  characteristics  are 
determined  by  each  land  use  type  in  the  proposed  project  and  the  setting  of  the  project.  The 
emission  rates  are  calculated  using  the  vehicle-dependent  factors  from  the  EMFAC7G  model. 
URBEMIS  provides  the  resulting  emission  rates. 

The  following  input  is  used  with  the  URBEMIS7G  model.  The  daily  trip  generation  rate  and 
the  worker  trip  percentage  for  each  proposed  land  use  category  are  provided  by  the  project's 
transportation  analysis.10  Default  values  recommended  by  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines  are 
used  for  the  vehicle  fleet,  the  average  trip  length,  and  meteorological  conditions  within  the 
San  Francisco  portion  of  the  air  basin.  All  pollutants  except  CO  are  analyzed  under  summer 
conditions  using  a  temperature  of  85  degrees  Fahrenheit;  CO  is  analyzed  under  winter 
conditions  at  50  degrees  Fahrenheit.11 

Localized  Emissions 

If  regional  screening  levels  of  carbon  monoxide  emissions  do  not  exceed  the  screening 
threshold  of  550  pounds  per  day,  the  project  would  not  have  a  significant  effect  on  regional 
CO  levels.  Localized  CO  concentrations  should  be  further  analyzed  if:  (1)  regional  CO 
emissions  caused  by  the  project  are  greater  than  550  pounds  per  day;  (2)  project  traffic  would 
impact  an  intersection  or  roadway  link  operating  at,  or  cause  one  to  operate  at,  Level  of 
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Service  D,  E,  or  F;  or  (3)  project  traffic  would  increase  traffic  volumes  on  nearby  roadways 
having  more  than  100  vehicles  per  hour  by  10%  or  more.12 

For  analysis  of  localized  CO  concentrations  near  congested  intersections,  Caltrans'  CALINE4 
program  and  the  CO  Protocol  from  the  Institute  of  Transportation  Studies  are  used  to  evaluate 
"worst-case"  air  quality  conditions  at  the  most  heavily-impacted  intersections.1314  Emission 
factors  are  recommended  by  the  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines.15  To  evaluate  worst-case 
conditions,  receptors  are  placed  in  locations  that  yield  maximum  exposure,  and  a  stable 
atmospheric  environment  is  assumed  where  dispersion  of  CO  in  the  vicinity  of  the  intersection 
would  be  minimal.  As  traffic  moves  away  from  the  intersection,  CO  concentrations  fall  off 
rapidly  as  distance  from  the  intersection  increases. 

PROJECT  EFFECTS 

Regional  Impacts 

Full  build  out  of  the  proposed  project  (including  Phase  1  and  Phase  2)  would  result  in  a  total 
increase  of  approximately  18,900  vehicle  trips  per  day.  Based  on  URBEMIS7G  modeling 
results,  increased  trips  associated  with  the  proposed  development  would  generate 
approximately  322  lb/day  of  ROG,  428  lb/day  of  NOx,  and  125  lb/day  of  PM10.  If  it  were 
considered  alone,  Phase  1  would  generate  approximately  45  %  of  these  levels  of  emissions. 
These  emission  rates  are  summarized  in  Table  10. 

The  proposed  development  would  also  result  in  nominal  emissions  from  the  use  of  electricity 
and  natural  gas  at  the  site.  Emissions  would  be  produced  directly  at  the  site  with  the  burning 
of  natural  gas  by  water  heaters,  space  heaters,  and  gas  appliances.  Emissions  are  produced 
indirectly  through  increased  electricity  usage  for  space  heating,  lighting,  and  operation  of 
electrical  appliances.  However,  these  emissions  would  not  be  significant  when  compared  to 
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TABLE  10 

ESTIMATED  VEHICULAR  EMISSIONS  FROM  PROJECT-RELATED 

TRAFFIC 


Pollutant 


BAAQMD 
Significance 


Threshold 
(lb/day) 


Project 
Regional 
Emissions8 

(lb/day) 


Reactive  Organic  Compounds  (ROG) 


80 


322 


Nitrogen  Oxides  (NOx) 


80 


428 


Particulate  Matter  (PM10)b 


80 


125 


Notes: 

a.  Vehicle  emissions  in  this  analysis  are  based  on  1999  fleets.  Emissions  in  future  years  will 
decrease  as  a  result  of  cleaner  burning  fuels  and  improved  engine  efficiency. 

b.  Particulate  matter  includes  entrained  road  dust. 

Source:  EIP  Associates,  1999.  Emissions  estimated  with  CARB's  URBEMIS7G  model. 


the  emissions  caused  by  project-related  traffic.  Indirect  emissions  associated  with  electricity 
generation  may  occur  at  power  plants  that  are  outside  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Air 
Basin.  None  of  the  activities  associated  with  the  proposed  development  would  have  the 
potential  to  expose  nearby  receptors,  including  existing  office  tenants  and  residents,  to 
objectionable  odors.  Trace  quantities  of  toxic  air  contaminants  would  be  expected  to  occur 
with  natural  gas  combustion  and  operation  of  motor  vehicles. 

Project  development  would  result  in  regional  operational  emissions  exceeding  the  BAAQMD' s 
significance  thresholds  for  ROG,  NOx,  and  PM10.  Consequently,  regional  operation 
emissions  would  cause  a  significant  environmental  impact. 

Mitigation  Measure  15,  pp.  133-134,  would  require  implementation  of  measures  to  decrease 
vehicle  trips  as  discussed  in  Chapter  VI  of  this  SEIR.  Because  the  thresholds  for  significant 
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regional  air  quality  impacts  are  exceeded  by  factors  of  about  four  and  five  for  ROG  and 
nitrogen  oxides,  respectively,  incorporation  of  the  trip  reduction  measures  would  not  be 
expected  to  reduce  emissions  below  the  significance  thresholds.  Therefore,  vehicular 
emissions  due  to  full  buildout  of  the  development  would  cause  an  unavoidable  significant  air 
quality  impact. 

Localized  Impacts 

Using  the  URBEMIS7G  methodology  described  above,  the  project  would  generate 
approximately  3,835  lb/day  of  CO,  warranting  additional  localized  analysis.  Five  locations, 
including  pedestrian-accessible  areas  around  the  four  most  congested  intersections  presented  in 
the  transportation  analysis,  were  evaluated  for  localized  carbon  monoxide  impacts  due  to 
traffic  congestion.  The  transportation  analysis  shows  that  none  of  the  local  intersections 
would  operate  at  conditions  worse  than  LOS  D  with  baseline  plus  project  conditions  (including 
Phase  1  and  Phase  2).  Table  11  shows  the  modeled  CO  concentrations  for  each  of  the 
intersections  considered  in  the  analysis  under  baseline  conditions,  baseline-plus-project 
conditions,  and  year  2015  cumulative  conditions.  Using  the  CALINE4  model,  the  baseline- 
plus-project  congestion  at  these  intersections  would  generate  maximum  roadside 
concentrations  of  approximately  15  ppm  of  CO  on  a  one-hour  basis  and  8.6  ppm  of  CO  on  an 
eight-hour  basis. 

Under  baseline-plus-project  conditions,  two  intersections  are  predicted  to  have  CO 
concentrations  within  10%  of  the  9  ppm  8-hour  standard.  None  of  the  locations  are  predicted 
to  exceed  the  standard.  The  Bayshore/Blanken  and  Harney /Alana/Thomas  Mellon 
intersections  show  conservatively  high  concentrations  during  the  baseline-plus-project  scenario 
because  for  this  scenario  vehicle  fleet  emissions  are  assumed  to  be  equal  to  year  1999  fleet 
emissions.  In  reality,  the  project  would  be  occupied  after  1999,  and  the  fleet  is  continually 
retiring  the  highest  polluting  vehicles.  This  means  that  baseline-plus-project  impacts  are 
calculated  using  conservatively  high  emission  rates. 
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TABLE  11 

LOCAL  CO  CONCENTRATIONS  AT  SELECTED  INTERSECTIONS 


One-Hour  Total  CO  Concentrations            Eight-Hour  Total  CO  Concentrations 
(ppm)a  (ppm)3  


Baseline-  Basel  ine- 

1-hr  plus-      Year  2015      8-hr  plus-       Year  2015 

Location       Standard1*  Baseline    Project    Cumulative'  Standard  Baseline    Project  Cumulative' 


Harney/ Alana/ 

Mellon  20ppm       6.4  14.6  11.9  9ppm        4.6  8.4  7.7 

Alana/Executive 

Park  West  20  ppm        6.2  9.4  9.1  9ppm        4.4  6.5  5.1 

Alana/Beatty  20  ppm        6.9  9.4  16.3  9  ppm        4.7  6.0  8.8 

Bayshore/Blanken  20  ppm        9.6  12.9  12.3  9  ppm        6.5  8.6  7.0 

Blanken  LRT 

Platform  20  ppm        8.8  11.1  10.4  9  ppm        6.2  7.6  6.7 


Notes: 

a.  Total  concentrations  are  based  on  CALINE4  output  including  background  CO  concentrations. 

b.  The  State  one-hour  standard  is  20  ppm;  the  Federal  standard  is  35  ppm.  The  more  stringent  standard  is  reflected  in  the  table. 

c.  Future  concentrations  are  reduced  compared  with  existing  concentrations  due  to  lower  emissions  factors  which  result  from 
cleaner  burning  fuels  and  improved  engine  efficiency. 

Source:  EIP  Associates,  1999. 


Although  cumulative  development  could  cause  impacts  within  0.2  ppm  of  the  8-hour  standard 
for  carbon  monoxide,  the  project  development  would  not  result  in  local  operational  air  quality 
impacts  exceeding  the  standards.  Additionally,  the  project  development  would  not  have  the 
potential  to  expose  nearby  receptors,  such  as  office  tenants  and  residents,  to  objectionable 
odors  or  toxic  air  contaminants.  Consequently,  localized  air  quality  impacts  would  cause  a 
less-than-significant  impact. 
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Other  Impacts 

Air  quality  impacts  would  be  expected  to  occur  during  periods  of  construction.  Construction- 
related  impacts  and  mitigation  measures  are  discussed  further  in  Chapters  V  and  VI,  and  in 
Appendix  A. 

Cumulative  Impacts 

The  project  development  would  be  expected  to  cause  a  significant  impact  for  regional 
emissions  caused  by  vehicle  trips.  Because  the  project  individually  would  be  expected  to  have 
an  unavoidable  significant  impact  on  regional  emissions,  the  project  would  also  be  considered 
to  contribute  significantly  to  cumulative  air  quality  impacts. 

RESIDENTIAL  VARIANT 

The  addition  of  258  residential  units  and  the  elimination  of  the  350-room  hotel  under  the 
Residential  Variant  would  result  in  500  fewer  daily  vehicle  trips  than  the  proposed  project  for 
a  total  of  about  18,400  daily  vehicle  trips.  The  additional  258  residential  units  would  cause 
similar  regional  emissions  to  those  of  the  removed  350-room  hotel,  with  no  net  increase  in 
emissions  compared  to  the  proposed  project.  This  is  because  residential  trips  tend  to  be  cold- 
starting  and  therefore  contribute  more  daily  regional  emissions  than  trips  associated  with  hotel 
use.  Thus,  as  with  the  project,  regional  emissions  would  continue  to  exceed  BAAQMD's 
significance  thresholds  for  ROG,  NOx,  and  PM10,  but  they  would  not  exceed  the  levels 
identified  for  the  project.  Unavoidable  significant  impacts  associated  with  regional  emissions 
would  continue  with  this  variant.  Less-than-significant  localized  air  quality  impacts  with  the 
Residential  Variant  would  also  be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  project.  As  with  the 
project,  congestion  at  two  intersections  (Bayshore/Blanken  and  Harney /Alana/Thomas  Mellon) 
would  cause  CO  concentrations  within  10%  of  the  8-hour  ambient  air  quality  standard,  but  the 
standard  would  not  be  exceeded  at  any  location.  Other  air  quality  impacts  under  this  variant 
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would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  project.  Construction-related  air  quality  impacts 
would  be  similar  to  those  under  the  project. 


NOTES  -  Air  Quality 

1 .  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  have  been  established  for  criteria  pollutants,  named  for  the 
"criteria"  documents  that  justified  their  regulation. 

2.  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines,  Assessing  the  Air  Quality  Impacts  of  Projects  and  Plans,  April,  1996. 
Appendix  D. 

3.  a.    The  NOAA-CIRES  (National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration  -  Cooperative  Institute  for 

Research  in  Environmental  Studies)  Climate  Diagnostics  Center.  San  Francisco  Airport 
observations  compiled  between  1961-1990. 

b.    BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines,  Assessing  the  Air  Quality  Impacts  of  Projects  and  Plans,  April  1996. 
Appendix  D,  pp.  D-14,  D-15. 

4.  BAAQMD,  1997  Clean  Air  Plan,  and  Triennial  Assessment,  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Directors, 
December  17,  1997. 

5.  Air  Quality  -  An  Element  of  the  General  Plan  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco,  Planning  Department,  July  1997. 

6.  California  Air  Resources  Board,  Ozone  Data  Summary  (1992-1995)  and  PM10  Air  Quality  Data 
Summaries  (1993-1996).  Available  at  www.arb.ca.gov/aqd/aqd.htm. 

7.  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines,  Assessing  the  Air  Quality  Impacts  of  Projects  and  Plans,  April  1996, 
Section  2.3. 
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8.  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines,  Assessing  the  Air  Quality  Impacts  of  Projects  and  Plans,  April  1996, 
Section  2.3,  p.  18. 

9.  URBEMIS7G  Computer  Program  User's  Guide,  Version  3.2  -  Emissions  Estimations  for  Land  Use 
Development  Projects,  San  Joaquin  Valley  Unified  Air  Pollution  Control  District,  August  1998. 

10.  Executive  Park  Development  Plan  Transportation  Study,  Final  Report,  prepared  by  Wilbur  Smith 
Associates,  June  1999. 

1 1 .  Average  and  worst-case  summer  and  winter  temperatures  as  recommended  in  URBEMIS7G  Computer 
Program  User's  Guide,  August  1998. 

12.  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines,  Assessing  the  Air  Quality  Impacts  of  Projects  and  Plans,  April  1996, 
Section  2.3,  p.  15. 

13.  CALINE4  -  A  Dispersion  Model  for  Predicting  Air  Pollutant  Concentrations  Near  Roadways. 
California  Department  of  Transportation,  Division  of  New  Technology  and  Research,  June  1989. 

14.  Transportation  Project-Level  Carbon  Monoxide  Protocol.  Institute  of  Transportation  Studies, 
University  of  California,  Davis,  revised  December  1997. 

15.  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines,  Assessing  the  Air  Quality  Impacts  of  Projects  and  Plans,  April  1996. 
Table  10,  p.  35. 
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D.  NOISE 


The  traffic  noise  analysis  in  the  1985  FSEIR  was  based  on  the  traffic  analysis  prepared  then. 
Because  an  updated  traffic  analysis  has  been  prepared  for  the  present  Supplemental  EIR,  traffic 
noise  impacts  have  been  reassessed  and  are  presented  here.  Other  noise  issues  are  addressed 
in  Chapter  V,  below. 


This  section  describes  the  nature  of  environmental  noise  conditions  in  and  around  the  project 
area,  the  applicable  regulatory  framework,  and  the  impacts  of  traffic-related  noise  increases 
that  could  be  associated  with  the  proposed  project. 


SETTING 


NOISE  FUNDAMENTALS 


Sound  is  caused  by  pressure  vibrations  in  air.  The  sound  level  is  the  intensity  of  the  pressure 
vibrations,  and  it  is  most  often  measured  in  terms  of  decibels  (dB).1  Although  the  decibel 
scale  describes  the  pure  physical  intensity  of  sound,  it  cannot  accurately  describe  loudness  as 
perceived  by  the  human  ear.  The  pitch  or  frequency  of  a  sound  must  be  taken  into  account 
when  measuring  human  response  to  sound.  For  this  reason,  a  frequency-dependent  weighting 
system  is  employed  whenever  noise  is  measured  for  the  human  perspective.  Noise  levels 
caused  by  traffic  and  other  urban  activities  are  usually  considered  in  terms  of  A-weighted 
decibels  (dBA).  Generally,  a  difference  of  3  dB  is  noticeable  to  most  people  and  a  difference 
of  10  dB  is  perceived  as  a  doubling  of  loudness.  Each  3  dB  increase  or  decrease  in  sound 
level  represents  approximately  two-times  or  one-half,  respectively,  of  the  sound  intensity. 

Because  environmental  noise  fluctuates  over  time,  several  statistical  indicators  have  been 
developed  to  describe  environmental  noise.  Two  of  the  most  commonly  used  indicators  are 
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and  L^.2  The  equivalent  energy  indicator,  L^,  is  an  indicator  of  cumulative  noise 
exposure  presented  over  a  stated  time  period,  usually  one  hour.  The  day-night  average,  L^,  is 
a  24-hour  average  which  accounts  for  the  greater  sensitivity  of  most  people  to  nighttime  noise. 
Community  Noise  Equivalent  Level  (CNEL)  is  also  a  24-hour  average,  like  L^,  but  is  further 
weighted  for  sensitivity  to  evening  noise.3  These  and  other  indicators  are  used  to  describe 
noise  from  different  sources  in  different  environments.  For  example,      and  CNEL  are  often 
used  to  describe  general  community  noise  levels,  as  they  penalize  nighttime  and  evening  noise. 
The  L^  over  a  one-hour  period  (hourly  LJ  is  usually  used  to  describe  environmental  noise 
near  nonresidential  sensitive  receptors,  because  most  people  would  not  remain  in  these 
locations  for  more  than  a  few  hours. 

Noise  levels  from  a  particular  source  generally  decline  as  distance  to  the  receptor  increases. 
Other  factors  such  as  the  weather  and  reflecting  or  shielding  also  help  intensify  or  reduce  the 
noise  level  at  any  given  location.  Noise  from  a  roadway  or  highway  is  typically  reduced  by 
approximately  3  dB  for  each  doubling  of  distance.4  Noise  levels  are  reduced  by  intervening 
structures.  Generally,  a  single  row  of  buildings  between  the  receptor  and  the  noise  source 
reduces  the  noise  level  by  about  5  dB.5 

REGULATORY  FRAMEWORK 

California  Building  Code 

To  protect  indoor  environments,  Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations  (CCR) 
establishes  standards  governing  indoor  noise  levels  that  apply  to  all  new  (post- 1974) 
multifamily  residential  units  (i.e.,  hotels,  motels,  apartments,  condominiums,  and  other 
attached  dwellings)  in  California.  The  design  of  the  residential  structures  is  subject  to  an 
acoustical  analysis  when  located  in  an  area  where  exterior  L^  exceeds  60  dBA.  The  design 
must  be  capable  of  attenuating  exterior  noise  to  a  maximum  L^  noise  level  of  45  dBA  in  any 


1999.442E  Eff  10215-00 

  99   

EXECUTIVE  PARK  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN  SEIR  DECEMBER  2,  1999 


IV.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 

D.  Noise 
Setting 

habitable  room.  This  code  is  enforced  by  San  Francisco's  Department  of  Building  Inspection 
during  review  of  building  permits.6 

San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance 

The  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  regulates  both  construction  noise  and  fixed-source  noise. 
Noise  from  motor  vehicles  operating  on  public  highways  is  regulated  by  California  State  Law 
and  the  California  Vehicle  Code.  While  unnecessary,  excessive,  or  offensive  noise  limits  are 
imposed  to  protect  all  people  in  an  area,  nuisance  noise  is  generally  limited  by  the  Noise 
Ordinance  to  within  5  dBA  of  ambient  conditions.  Construction  noise  is  discussed  in 
Chapter  V,  pp.  118-120. 

San  Francisco  General  Plan  -  Environmental  Protection  Element 

The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  outlines  the  policies,  programs,  and  guidelines  the  City  will 
follow  to  control  noise.  The  Environmental  Protection  Element  includes  a  section  on 
Transportation  Noise,  as  this  is  the  major  source  of  noise  in  San  Francisco's  dense  urban 
setting.  The  Transportation  Noise  section  contains  objectives  to  reduce  transportation  noise 
and  to  promote  land  uses  that  are  compatible  with  the  existing  noise  environment.  The 
Element  includes  a  Land  Use  Compatibility  Chart  that  suggests  "satisfactory"  exterior  noise 
levels  for  various  land  uses.  The  maximum  exterior  L^  considered  "satisfactory,  with  no 
special  noise  insulation  requirements"  is  60  dBA  for  residential  and  lodging  land  uses,  65  dBA 
for  schools  and  churches,  and  70  dBA  for  office  buildings.  In  areas  where  the  24-hour 
average  noise  levels  exceed  these  values,  the  Environmental  Protection  Element  suggests  that  a 
detailed  analysis  of  noise  reduction  requirements  be  made  and  that  noise  insulation  features  be 
included  in  the  design  of  new  development.  New  residential  uses  are  discouraged  in  the 
Element  in  areas  with  exterior  L^  values  above  65  dBA  unless  noise  insulation  is  included. 
The  building  code  requirements  in  Title  24  would  define  the  extent  of  insulation  necessary. 
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The  Environmental  Protection  Element  objectives  that  are  potentially  relevant  to  the  proposed 
development  include  the  following: 


•  Objective  9:       Reduce  transportation  related  noise. 

•  Objective  10:      Minimize  the  impact  of  noise  on  affected  areas. 

•  Objective  11:      Promote  land  uses  that  are  compatible  with  various  transportation 

noise  levels. 

NOISE  SENSITIVE  USES 


Residential  areas  at  Executive  Park  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  are  considered  to  be  more 
sensitive  to  higher  noise  levels  than  commercial,  office,  and  industrial  uses.  Within  the 
project  site,  residential  condominiums  are  being  constructed  to  the  east  of  the  Executive  Park 
office  buildings,  along  the  north  side  of  Harney  Way;  occupancy  is  expected  to  begin  by  late 
1999  or  early  2000.  Additional  residential  areas,  such  as  the  Little  Hollywood  neighborhood, 
are  located  directly  west  of  the  project  site  across  U.S.  101  on  both  the  north  and  south  sides 
of  Blanken  Avenue.  A  portion  of  Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation  Area  is  located  directly 
across  Harney  Way  from  the  Executive  Park  site,  along  the  Bay  shore.  As  with  all  areas 
along  U.S.  101,  these  areas  are  exposed  to  high  levels  of  existing  noise  due  to  freeway  traffic. 

EXISTING  NOISE  CONDITIONS 


The  major  noise  source  in  San  Francisco  is  transportation  noise.  Traffic  on  the  major 
thoroughfares  in  the  project  area  and  aircraft  overflights  create  a  background  noise 
environment  that  is  characteristic  of  the  project's  dense  suburban  location.  Commuter  and 
freight  trains  along  the  Southern  Pacific/Caltrain  railroad  contribute  to  the  background  noise  in 
the  area.  Events  at  3Com  Park  throughout  the  year,  including  traffic  before  and  after  events, 
temporarily  increase  ambient  noise  levels  in  the  area. 
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A  noise  monitoring  program  of  field-observations  was  conducted  to  evaluate  the  existing  noise 
levels  at  sensitive  receptors  in  the  project  area.  Existing  short-term  noise  levels  and  traffic 
volumes  are  shown  in  Table  12  for  four  locations  in  the  project  vicinity.  Traffic  volume 
information  for  the  short-term  measurement  periods  is  used  to  estimate  future  noise  levels  in 
the  subsequent  impacts  evaluation.  Table  12  presents  the  observed  ambient  noise  levels  based 
on  the  monitoring  results. 

The  noise  monitoring  program  documents  existing  hourly  L^'s  at  the  proposed  hotel  location, 
at  the  under-construction  Executive  Park  (St.  Francis  Bay)  condominiums,  and  in  the 
neighborhood  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  At  each  of  the  monitoring  locations,  traffic  noise 
dominates  the  existing  daytime  noise  environment.  Other  noise  sources,  such  as  trains  and 
airplanes,  are  noticeable  and  they  contribute  to  the  observed  Leq's,  but  they  do  not  dominate 
the  noise  environment. 

Existing  noise  levels  in  most  areas  of  the  Executive  Park  site  are  elevated  by  the  background 
sound  of  traffic  on  U.S.  101.  Observed  daytime  noise  levels  in  the  project  area  are  in  the 
range  of  approximately  55  to  65  dBA  hourly  L^,  depending  on  the  receptor's  shielding  from 
major  traffic  noise.  The  monitoring  shows  that  the  short-term  background  noise  within  the 
development  site  ranges  between  60  and  65  dBA  Leq.  These  levels  are  caused  by  the  fast- 
moving  traffic  on  U.S.  101  and  are  not  considerably  affected  by  traffic  within  Executive  Park. 
The  noise  decreases  along  Harney  Way  near  Jamestown  Avenue  to  less  than  60  dBA  because 
this  location  is  oriented  away  from  the  noise  of  U.S.  101.  Outside  of  the  development  site, 
observed  Leq's  along  Blanken  Avenue  near  Bay  shore  Boulevard  are  dominated  by  traffic  noise 
on  Bayshore.  No  monitoring  was  conducted  at  other  locations  along  Blanken  Avenue  because 
the  noise  levels  near  Bayshore  are  expected  to  be  the  highest  of  those  along  Blanken.  Most  of 
the  residences  on  Blanken  are  well  sheltered  from  U.S.  101  noise  by  a  combination  of  either 
sound  walls,  vegetation,  or  distance. 
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TABLE  12 

SUMMARY  OF  SHORT-TERM  NOISE  MEASUREMENTS 

OBSERVED  (Leq) 


Description 

Date 

Time 

Noise 
Test 
Duration 

Hourly 
Traffic 
Volume 

Hourly 
Leq 
(dBA) 

Harney,  East  of  Alana 

3/12/99 

11:35  a.m. 

15  min. 

236 

61.5 

Thomas  Mellon,  North  of 

3/12/99 

12:40  p.m. 

15  min. 

56 

63.5 

Alana 

Harney,  West  of  Jamestown 

3/12/99 

12:05  p.m. 

15  min. 

260 

55.6 

Blanken,  East  of  Bay  shore 

3/12/99 

1:20  p.m. 

15  min. 

296 

64.8 

Source:  EIP  Associates,  Short-Term  Ambient  Noise  Measurements,  March  12,  1999 

Past  Traffic  Noise  Analyses 


The  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  illustrates 
background  noise  levels  and  thoroughfare  noise  levels  for  all  areas  of  the  City.  The  element 
shows  that  the  thoroughfare  noise  (LjJ  is  as  high  as  80  dBA  along  U.S.  101.7  Along  the 
Bayshore  Boulevard  Corridor,  existing  noise  exposure  is  also  summarized  in  the  FEIS/FEIR 
for  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail  Project.8  The  generalized  existing  L^  noise  conditions  along 
Bayshore  Boulevard  near  Blanken  Avenue  are  shown  to  be  approximately  77  dBA  at  the  first 
row  of  buildings  and  approximately  58  dBA  at  the  buildings  that  are  at  least  one  row  back 
from  the  street. 

The  1985  FSEIR  for  the  Executive  Park  Development  Plan  (p.  59)  found  existing  L^'s  to  be 
between  66  to  68  dBA  depending  on  the  exposure  to  noise  from  U.S.  101.  Noise  levels  are 
shown  in  that  report  to  increase  as  the  monitoring  locations  climb  Bayview  Hill  above  the 
freeway  and  the  project  site.  The  monitoring  carried  out  in  1999  was  conducted  at  pedestrian 
level  locations  within  the  existing  developed  areas.  Because  some  of  these  locations  are  well 


1999.442E  EIP  10215-00 

  103   

EXECUTIVE  PARK  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN  SEIR  DECEMBER  2,  1999 


IV.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 

D.  Noise 
Impacts 


shielded  by  the  existing  structures  and  vegetation,  the  current  measurements  found  existing 
noise  levels  slightly  lower  than  those  shown  in  the  1985  FSEIR. 

IMPACTS 


STANDARDS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE 


San  Francisco  has  no  quantitative  CEQA  threshold  for  significance  related  to  increases  in 
noise  levels.  The  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  and  the  Environmental  Protection  Element 
Transportation  Noise  section,  described  on  pp.  100-101,  provide  some  guidance  in  evaluating 
noise  effects  from  the  project  but  do  not  provide  specific  legislated  criteria  for  acceptable  noise 
levels  and  are  not  adopted  CEQA  significance  thresholds.  In  general,  project  increases  in 
noise  are  modeled  and  presented  quantitatively,  but  are  evaluated  qualitatively  by  asking  the 
following  questions: 

•  Would  the  increase  in  noise  at  any  sensitive  receptors  be  reasonably  considered 
substantial? 

•  Would  the  increase  in  noise  substantially  affect  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  proximate 
areas  or  facilities? 


METHODOLOGY 


Noise  from  motor  vehicle  traffic  traveling  to  and  from  the  project  site  is  modeled  using  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration's  Highway  Traffic  Noise  Prediction  Model  (FHWA-RD-77- 
108).  Observed  noise  monitoring  data  and  traffic  counts  along  one  or  two  adjacent  roadway 
segments,  performed  simultaneously,  are  used  to  calibrate  the  model.  The  traffic  volumes  due 
to  the  proposed  development  and  cumulative  development  are  then  input  to  the  model  to 
predict  future  noise  levels  that  would  be  associated  with  the  proposed  project. 
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PROJECT  EFFECTS 

Traffic  increases  associated  with  the  proposed  development  and  cumulative  development 
would  cause  traffic  noise  increases  throughout  the  project  area.  Three  scenarios  of  weekday 
peak  p.m.  traffic  conditions  are  used  to  estimate  traffic  noise  levels  associated  with  the 
proposed  development.  Traffic  for  the  baseline  conditions  (including  the  under-construction 
residential  buildings),  baseline  conditions  plus  full  buildout  (including  Phase  1  and  Phase  2)  of 
the  proposed  project,  and  future  cumulative  conditions  for  year  2015  are  used  with  the 
observed  noise  levels  to  predict  future  noise  levels.  The  baseline      values  include  estimated 
traffic  from  the  287  Executive  Park  residential  units  that  were  under  construction  when  the 
existing  noise  measurements  were  taken.  This  "baseline"  has  been  used  in  the  SEIR  because 
the  residential  buildings  have  been  approved,  are  under  construction,  and  will  be  occupied  in 
the  near  future.  They  are,  therefore,  not  included  in  the  proposed  project  but  are  reasonably 
part  of  the  existing,  baseline  conditions.  Baseline     values  in  Table  13  are  higher  than  the 
observed      values  in  Table  12  because  Table  13  considers  peak  p.m.  hour  activity  where 
Table  12  shows  mid-daytime  noise  levels.  Consistent  with  the  1985  FSEIR  for  the  Executive 
Park  Development  Plan  (p.  122),  the  noise  levels  presented  in  this  analysis  do  not  include  the 
traffic  from  events  at  3Com  Park.  The  p.m.  peak  hour  modeled  noise  levels  are  shown  in 
Table  13. 

Existing  Sensitive  Receptors 

The  ambient  noise  levels  at  the  under-construction  Executive  Park  condominiums  and  other 
residences  in  the  neighborhoods  west  of  U.S.  101  would  increase  as  a  result  of  traffic 
generated  by  the  proposed  development.  Because  these  residences  are  located  alongside 
Harney  Way,  potential  noise  impacts  would  be  greater  than  for  those  residences  facing  the 
center  of  the  project  site.  While  the  newly  built  287  residential  units  will  comply  with 
California  Code  of  Regulations  Title  24  noise  insulation  requirements,  older  residences  along 


1999.442E  EIP  10215-00 

  105   

EXECUTIVE  PARK  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN  SEIR  DECEMBER  2,  1999 


IV.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 

D.  Noise 
Impacts 


TABLE  13 

SUMMARY  OF  PROJECT  AND  CUMULATIVE  NOISE  LEVELS 
PEAK  P.M.  HOURLY  U 


Description 


Nearby 

Sensitive 

Receptor 


Baseline 
Hourly  Leq 
(dBA) 


Baseline + 
Project 

Hourly  Leq 
(dBA) 


Baseline + 
Cumulative 
Hourly  Leq 
(dBA) 


Harney,  East  of  Alana 

Thomas  Mellon,  North  of 
Alana 

Harney,  West  of  Jamestown 
Blanken,  East  of  Bayshore 
Source:  EIP  Associates,  1999. 


Proposed  Hotel 
Proposed  Hotel 

Exec.  Pk.  Condos 
#15  Blanken  Ave. 


64.4 
69.1 

54.8 
67.5 


66.4 
76.6 

56.6 
69.6 


72.0 
76.6 

65.0 
71.6 


Blanken  Avenue  would  not  be  expected  to  contain  similar  amounts  of  noise  insulation.  Results 
of  the  traffic  noise  analyses  on  Harney  Way  west  of  Jamestown  Avenue  provide  an  indication 
of  baseline  and  predicted  noise  levels  at  the  Executive  Park  condominiums  north  of  Harney 
Way  and  in  the  portion  of  the  state  recreation  area  south  of  Harney  Way.  Results  on  Blanken 
Avenue  east  of  Bayshore  Boulevard  indicate  noise  levels  in  the  vicinity  of  #15  Blanken  Avenue, 
an  existing  ground-floor  commercial/upper-floor  residential  building  close  to  Bayshore 
Boulevard.  Baseline  conditions  show  a  peak  p.m.  hourly      of  approximately  55  dBA  at  the 
condominiums  and  in  Candlestick  Point,  and  a  peak  p.m.  hourly      of  approximately  68  dBA 
at  the  Blanken  Avenue  residence.  Increased  traffic  volume  on  both  Harney  Way  and  Blanken 
Avenue  would  be  caused  by  the  proposed  project.  During  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour  conditions 
on  these  two  streets,  traffic  under  the  baseline-plus-project  conditions  would  increase 
approximately  50%  to  60%  above  the  baseline  conditions.  This  increase  in  traffic  would  cause 
peak  p.m.  hour  L^'s  at  these  receptors  to  increase  approximately  2  dBA.  An  increase  of  3 
dBA  would  be  considered  to  be  a  noticeable  increase  in  noise  levels.  Because  the  noise 
increases  associated  with  project  traffic  at  the  existing  sensitive  receptors  would  be  about 
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2  dBA,  they  would  not  be  considered  substantial  increases  in  traffic  noise,  and  the  impact 
would  be  considered  less  than  significant. 

Future  Sensitive  Receptors 

The  proposed  project  includes  construction  of  263  dwelling  units  northeast  of  Executive  Park 
Boulevard  East,  and  a  hotel  near  the  intersection  of  Harney  Way  and  Thomas  Mellon  Drive. 
As  explained  in  Chapter  V,  p.  119,  the  design  of  the  proposed  housing  and  hotel  would  be 
required  by  Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations  to  provide  an  interior  environment 
with  noise  levels  below  45  dBA  (LjJ.  Because  the  design  of  the  proposed  housing  and  hotel 
would  be  required  to  comply  with  Title  24,  the  noise  increases  at  the  housing  and  hotel 
locations  and  the  impact  of  baseline  and  project-related  noise  on  the  proposed  housing  and 
hotel  would  not  be  significant  impacts. 

Other  Noise  Impacts 

Noise  impacts  related  to  construction  activities  and  stationary  sources  are  discussed  in  Chapter 
V  and  Appendix  A.  These  discussions  also  address  the  noise  environments  of  indoor  spaces 
and  developed  open  spaces. 

Cumulative  Noise  Levels 

The  ambient  noise  levels  at  all  locations  throughout  the  project  area  would  increase  as  a  result 
of  traffic  generated  by  cumulative  development.  Traffic  caused  by  cumulative  development  on 
streets  near  sensitive  receptors  could  increase  by  as  much  as  a  factor  of  ten,  depending  on  the 
roadway.  On  Harney  Way,  between  the  intersection  of  Executive  Park  Boulevard  East  and  the 
intersection  of  Jamestown  Avenue,  cumulative  p.m.  peak  hour  traffic  would  increase  more 
than  eleven  times  over  the  baseline  condition.  This  is  the  location  of  the  287  Executive  Park 
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condominiums,  currently  under  construction.  The  cumulative  traffic  increase  in  this  location 
would  be  expected  to  cause  a  p.m.  peak  hour  noise  increase  of  more  than  10  dBA  above  the 
baseline  condition.  An  increase  of  more  than  10  dBA  would  be  perceived  by  existing  sensitive 
receptors  as  a  doubling  of  loudness.  Because  the  receptor  land  uses  at  this  location  would  be 
the  new  residences  in  Executive  Park,  and  because  these  buildings  should  be  in  compliance 
with  Title  24  noise  insulation  requirements,  exterior  noise  increases  of  10  dBA  should  not 
cause  significant  impacts  on  interior  noise  levels  but  could  make  nearby  public  and  private 
recreation  and  open  spaces  less  desirable. 

In  the  residential  areas  along  Blanken  Avenue,  near  Bay  shore  Boulevard,  the  p.m.  peak  hour 
traffic  increase  caused  by  cumulative  development  would  be  less  dramatic;  however,  it  would 
still  be  expected  to  cause  a  p.m.  peak  hour  noise  increase  of  more  than  3  dBA.  An  increase  of 
more  than  3  dBA  would  be  noticeable,  but  not  a  significant  impact.  Table  13  shows  that  the 
proposed  project  would  not  make  a  substantial  contribution  to  the  cumulative  impact.  Because 
the  project's  contribution  to  cumulative  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant  (i.e.,  less  than  3 
dBA),  no  significant  cumulative  impact  is  expected. 


RESIDENTIAL  VARIANT 


Noise  impacts  under  the  Residential  Variant  would  be  similar  to  those  under  the  proposed 
project.  Existing  residences  along  Blanken  Avenue  and  the  residences  and  Candlestick  Point 
State  Recreation  Area  along  Harney  Way  would  be  exposed  to  increased  traffic  noise  associated 
with  this  variant.  As  with  the  project,  the  increased  traffic  would  not  be  more  than  double  the 
traffic  under  existing  conditions.  The  associated  noise  level  increases  would  be  similar  to  the 
project's  anticipated  2  dBA  increase,  not  a  substantial  increase.   As  with  the  project,  the 
proposed  new  residences  would  be  required  to  comply  with  Title  24  for  noise  insulation.  Other 
noise  impacts  related  to  construction  activities  and  stationary  sources  would  be  similar  to  those 
of  the  project. 
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NOTES  -  Noise 

1 .  A  decibel  is  the  standard  unit  of  sound  amplitude,  or  loudness;  decibels  are  measured  on  a  logarithmic  scale, 
similar  to  the  scale  used  to  measure  earthquake  intensity.  A  logarithmic  scale  is  a  non-linear  scale;  for 
decibels,  each  increase  in  10  dB  multiplies  the  previous  value  by  10.  For  example,  50  dBA  is  10  times 
louder  than  40  dBA,  while  60  dBA  is  100  times  louder  than  40  dBA. 

2.  a.    L^,  the  equivalent  steady-state  sound  level,  is  the  average  acoustic  energy  content  of  noise  for  a  stated 

period  of  time.  The      of  two  different  time-varying  noise  events  are  the  same  if  the  events  deliver  the 
same  acoustic  energy  to  the  ear  during  exposure,  no  matter  what  time  of  the  day  or  night  they  occur, 
unlike  some  other  measurements  that  adjust  for  differences  in  noise  sensitivity  at  night. 

b.        is  a  day-night  average  noise  level,  a  24-hour  average  L^;  it  takes  into  account  the  greater  sensitivity 
of  persons  to  nighttime  noise  and  adds  10  dBA  to  the  noise  level  added  during  the  hours  of  10:00  p.m. 
to  7:00  a.m. 

3.  CNEL  is  a  community  noise  equivalent  level  24-hour  average  noise  similar  to     but  with  an  additional  5 
dBA  added  during  the  hours  of  7  p.m.  to  10:00  p.m.  to  account  for  sensitivity  to  nighttime  noise. 
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4.  Minnesota  Pollution  Control  Agency,  An  Introduction  to  Sound  Basics ,  May  1983. 

5.  Federal  Transit  Administration,  Transit  Noise  and  Vibration  Impact  Assessment,  DOT-T-95-16,  April  1995, 
Table  6-10.  The  shielding  effectiveness  of  a  row  of  buildings  assumes  that  any  gaps  in  the  row  of  buildings 
are  less  than  1/3  of  the  length  of  the  row. 

6.  Uniform  Building  Code  and  California  Code  of  Regulations,  Title  24,  Part  2  -  a  portion  of  the  "California 
Building  Standards  Code." 

7.  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Environmental  Protection  -  an  Element  of  the 
General  Plan  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  1974,  p.  1.6.15. 

8.  Federal  Transit  Administration  -  U.S.  DOT,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Third 
Street  Light  Rail  Project  FEIS/FEIR,  Planning  Department  File  No.  96.281E  (SCH  No.  96102097),  March 
1999. 


1999.442E  EIP  10215-00 

  109  

EXECUTIVE  PARK  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN  SEIR  DECEMBER  2,  1999 


IV.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 
E.  Utilities  and  Public  Services 

Setting 


E.  UTILITIES  AND  PUBLIC  SERVICES 


This  section  addresses  sewer  capacity  and  wastewater  treatment.  Other  utilities  and  public 
services  topics  are  discussed  in  Chapter  V,  Environmental  Effects  Determined  Not  to  Be 
Significant. 


SETTING 


San  Francisco  operates  a  combined  sewer  system  that  collects  sanitary  sewage  and  stormwater 
(known  as  "combined  sewage")  in  the  same  pipes.  The  topography  of  the  City  naturally 
divides  the  system  along  a  north-south  boundary  into  two  major  watershed  areas,  the 
Oceanside  and  the  Bayside  watersheds.  Combined  sewage  on  the  Bayside  is  collected  by  the 
force  of  gravity  and  treated  at  the  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant  (SEWPCP). 
During  wet  weather,  combined  sewage  is  also  treated  at  the  North  Point  Water  Pollution 
Control  Plant.  The  Bayside  watershed  is  further  divided  into  several  smaller  watersheds.  The 
project  site  is  in  the  Sunny  dale  watershed.  Storm-water  runoff  and  sanitary  sewage  from  the 
project  site  flows  to  12-inch  sewers  that  connect  to  a  2'6"  x  3'9"  interceptor  sewer  under 
Harney  Way.  No  stormwater  currently  flows  directly  from  the  project  site  to  the  Bay. 


During  dry- weather  conditions,  about  67  million  gallons  per  day  (MGD)  of  sanitary  sewage 
are  treated  by  the  SEWPCP.  Under  wet-weather  conditions,  the  Southeast  Plant  can  treat  an 
additional  83  MGD  of  combined  sewage  to  a  secondary-treatment  level  (a  minimum  of  85  % 
removal  of  biochemical  oxygen  demand  and  total  suspended  solids)  and  an  additional  100 
MGD  at  a  primary-treatment  level  (30  to  40%  removal  of  biochemical  oxygen  demand  and 
total  suspended  solids),  providing  a  combined  250  MGD  maximum  wet- weather  treatment 
capacity.  If  treatment  plant  capacity  is  reached,  excess  combined  flows  are  stored  in 
storage/transport  facilities  for  later  treatment.  If  the  rainstorm  is  a  large  one,  and  the  capacity 
of  the  storage/transport  box  sewers  is  exceeded,  treated  combined  sewer  overflows  (CSOs) 
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occur  at  outfalls  along  the  City's  shoreline.  The  City's  National  Pollutant  Discharge 
Elimination  System  (NPDES)  permit  specifies  that  the  combined  sewer  system  must  be 
designed  and  constructed  to  limit  the  long-term  average  annual  number  of  CSOs  to  one  CSO 
per  year,  in  the  area  south  of  Islais  Creek,  which  includes  the  project  site. 


IMPACTS 


PROJECT  EFFECTS 


Continued  development  at  Executive  Park  would  contribute  to  the  volume  of  sanitary  sewage 
and  storm  water  entering  the  City's  combined  sewer  system  from  the  Sunny  dale  watershed  and 
receiving  treatment  at  the  SEWPCP.  At  buildout,  new  sanitary  flows  from  commercial  and 
residential  portions  of  the  project  would  approach  approximately  55,000  gallons  per  day. 
Stormwater  volumes  would  increase  only  if  the  amount  of  impervious  surfaces  on  the  project 
site  increases,  changing  the  amount  of  stormwater  runoff  that  occurs  in  wet  weather. 


Although  the  project  involves  new  development  on  what  is  currently  vacant  land,  the  acreage 
of  impermeable  surfaces  for  the  office  portion  of  the  project  would  change  only  slightly 
because  the  existing  surface  parking  lot  north  of  Executive  Park  Boulevard  contributes  the 
majority  of  runoff  from  the  part  of  the  project  site  that  would  have  new  office  construction. 
Given  the  impermeable  surfaces  of  the  buildings  and  walkways  and  the  more  permeable 
landscaped  surfaces  of  the  project,  the  peak  runoff  rate  in  this  area  of  the  project  site  would 
change  from  43  cubic  feet  per  second  (cfs)  under  existing  conditions  to  45  cfs  under  the 
proposed  project,  resulting  in  a  2-cfs  increase  in  peak  runoff.1  The  resulting  additional 
volume  of  stormwater  flowing  to  the  City's  combined  sewer  system  would  be  about  750,000 
gallons  per  year. 

Since  the  mid-1970's,  there  have  been  several  different  proposals  for  development  of 
Executive  Park,  but  all,  including  the  current  project  being  analyzed  in  this  SEIR,  have 
retained  a  basic  land  use  composition  of  residential  for  the  east  portion  of  the  project  site,  and 
commercial  (office/retail)  and  hotel  space  for  the  west  portion  of  the  project  site.2  These 
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development  assumptions,  and  the  volume  of  sanitary  sewage  and  stormwater  runoff  that 
would  occur  with  development,  were  accounted  for  during  the  planning,  design,  and 
construction  phase  for  the  Sunnydale  transport/storage  facilities,  which  occurred  during  the 
early  1980's.3  A  flood  control  project  to  expand  an  existing  sewer  and  provide  wet-weather 
drainage  improvements  in  the  Sunnydale  watershed  is  currently  underway.  As  with  the 
original  Sunnydale  facilities,  build-out  of  Executive  Park  is  included  within  the  development 
assumptions  in  the  Sunnydale  watershed  for  the  flood  control  project. 

Stormwater  runoff  from  the  residential  portion  of  the  proposed  project  site  has  been  reviewed 
by  the  City  as  part  of  its  review  of  the  first  five  residential  buildings  that  are  currently  under 
construction.  Prior  to  any  excavation  and  site  preparation  for  the  residential  area,  storm 
runoff  was  directed  to  the  combined  storm/sanitary  sewer  in  Harney  Way.  Runoff  from  the 
residential  area  under  construction  will  continue  to  be  directed  to  the  Harney  Way  sewer. 
Runoff  from  the  remaining  residential  area  that  is  part  of  the  project  under  review  in  this  SEIR 
and  for  the  commercial  portions  of  the  project  is  proposed  to  be  directed  to  the  existing  sewer 
located  in  Executive  Park  Boulevard,  as  for  the  proposed  office  buildings.4  No  increase  in 
capacity  of  this  sewer  is  expected  to  be  needed. 

In  1998,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  completed  the  Bay  side  Cumulative 
Impact  Analysis  to  determine  the  effects  of  development  in  the  Bayside  on  the  volume  and 
frequency  of  discharges  from  the  sewer  system.5  The  Executive  Park  Development  Plan  was 
included  in  the  baseline  conditions  of  this  analysis.  It  was  not  identified  as  a  major 
development  project  that  could  have  a  measureable  effect  on  the  operation  of  the  sewer 
system.  The  four  major  foreseeable  development  projects  that  were  identified  that  could  have 
a  measurable  effect  on  the  operation  of  the  Bayside  sewer  system  include:  Mission  Bay, 
Hunters  Point  Naval  Shipyard  Redevelopment,  Candlestick  Point  stadium  retail/entertainment 
center,  and  development  of  Port  waterfront  properties.  The  analysis  evaluated  the  individual 
effects  of  each  project  as  well  as  the  cumulative  effects  of  all  four  major  projects.  The 
analysis  concluded  that  none  of  the  four  major  projects  could  cause  sewer  operations  to  violate 
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the  requirements  of  the  existing  NPDES  permit. 


Total  average  annual  flows  from  the  985-acre  Sunnydale  watershed,  including  both  sanitary 
sewage  and  rainfall  runoff,  are  about  1.07  billion  gallons.6  Additional  runoff  and  sanitary 
sewage  from  the  project  development  would  total  about  20.3  million  gallons  per  year  (0.020 
billion  gallons  per  year),  an  increase  of  about  0.2% .  This  addition  would  not  be  significant  in 
the  context  of  the  overall  flows  from  the  Sunnydale  watershed,  and  would  be  about  a  0.06% 
increase  in  flows  from  the  entire  Bay  side  area  of  the  City.  This  increase  would  not  create  a 
significant  impact  on  the  City's  combined  sewer  system  or  on  Bay  water  quality. 

The  project  would  be  required  to  include  water  conservation  features  such  as  low  flow  toilets 
(see  also  measure  14  in  Chapter  VI,  Mitigation  Measures).  Any  landscaped  areas  around 
proposed  new  buildings  and  in  new  parking  areas  would  increase  absorption  and  reduce  the 
amount  of  annual  stormwater  runoff  from  the  project  site. 


RESIDENTIAL  VARIANT 


Depending  on  the  difference  between  the  hotel  footprint  and  the  footprint  of  the  additional 
residential  structures,  the  impermeable  surface  area  on  the  site  may  be  increased  under  this 
variant.  This  could  marginally  increase  the  amount  of  stormwater  runoff  from  the  project  site, 
but  similar  to  the  project,  would  not  have  a  measurable  effect  on  the  operation  of  the  Bayside 
sewer  system. 


NOTES  -  Utilities  and  Public  Services 

1 .  Luk,  Milani  &  Associates,  St.  Francis  Bay  II,  Hydrology  and  Hydraulic  Calculations,  Pre-Development 
and  Post-Development,  December  2,  1998. 

2.  a.    City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Planning,  Executive  Park  Development  Plan 

Amendment,  Final  Subsequent  Environmental  Impact  Report,  Planning  Department  File  No. 
81.197E,  certified  October  17,  1985. 

b.   City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Planning,  San  Francisco  Executive  Park  for 
the  Yerby  Corporation,  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  Planning  Department  File  No.  EE 
75 . 1 98 ,  certified  August  1 2 ,  1 976 . 
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4.  Gene  Handa,  Hydraulic  engineering  Section,  Bureau  of  Engineering,  Department  of  Public  Works, 
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The  following  effects  of  the  Executive  Park  Development  Plan  project  have  been  analyzed  in 
the  1985  FSEIR  and  were  either  determined  to  be  insignificant,  or  were  mitigated  through 
measures  included  in  the  project:  visual  quality,  population,  noise  (except  traffic  noise),  air 
quality  (except  transportation-related  air  quality),  shadows,  wind,  utilities  and  public  services, 
biology,  geology  and  topography,  energy  and  natural  resources,  hazards,  and  cultural 
resources.  Pursuant  to  State  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15063,  these  issues  are  discussed 
briefly  below  in  relation  to  current  conditions  and  methodologies. 


VISUAL  QUALITY 


•        Proposed  Project 


The  visual  impacts  of  the  project  would  not  change  from  those  discussed  in  the  1985  FSEIR 
(pp.  82-87);  however,  proposed  modification  of  the  project  approvals  would  mean  that  a 
hillside  trail  would  not  be  created  on  the  south  face  of  Bayview  Hill  to  connect  the  project  site 
to  Bayview  Hill  Park.  Instead,  the  project  sponsor  has  proposed  to  revegetate  the  hillside  with 
primarily  native  vegetation,  as  requested  by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department.  Views  of 
the  hillside  would  not  include  views  of  trails,  picnic  areas,  and  lookout  points  as  proposed  in 
the  previous  plan. 

As  discussed  in  the  1985  FSEIR,  the  project  area  layout  is  intended  to  preserve  upper  Bayview 
Hill  as  a  dominant  feature  of  the  site;  the  lower  and  central  portions  of  the  hillside  would  be 
completely  obscured  by  project  buildings.  The  hill  reaches  an  elevation  of  about  390  ft. 
within  the  project  area.  The  office  buildings  would  be  located  in  height  districts  varying  from 
100-G  to  200-1  (about  8  to  18  stories  tall),  with  the  tallest  height  districts  concentrated  at 
Thomas  Mellon  Drive,  and  parking  structures  would  be  located  in  a  40-X  height  district,  with 
structures  located  along  the  hillside  parallel  to  the  length  of  Executive  Park  Boulevard  North 
as  described  in  the  1985  FSEIR.  The  263  residential  units  would  be  located  in  60-X  and  80-X 
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height  districts  (about  4-8  stories  tall),  with  the  80-X  height  district  in  the  center  of  existing 
and  proposed  residential  units.  The  hotel  would  be  located  in  an  80-X  height  district  (about  6 
stories  tall),  and  the  restaurant  south  of  Alana  Way  would  be  located  in  a  40-X  height  district 
(about  3  to  4  stories  tall).  Actual  building  heights  would  probably  be  lower  than  permitted. 
The  40-foot-tall  parking  garages  would  generally  not  be  visible  from  the  south  because  views 
would  be  blocked  by  taller  office  buildings.  The  center  office  buildings  would  be  oriented 
with  their  long  exposures  along  a  north/south  axis;  OB4  and  OB8,  on  the  east  and  west  ends  of 
the  new  office  area,  would  be  oriented  with  their  long  exposures  on  an  east/west  axis,  different 
from  the  description  in  the  1985  FSEIR.  The  changed  orientation  of  the  buildings  would  not 
measurably  change  project  views  of  Bayview  Hill.  As  described  in  the  SEIR,  views  from  the 
south  would  be  of  office  buildings  extending  from  about  one-half  to  two-thirds  up  the  side  of 
the  hill.  See  Figure  3  on  p.  11  for  a  representative  office  building  section  showing  OB4  in 
relation  to  part  of  Bayview  Hill. 

The  configuration  of  the  additional  residential  buildings  has  not  yet  been  determined;  they 
would  likely  be  four-  to  eight-story  buildings  with  one  to  two  levels  of  parking  underneath. 
The  orientation  of  the  residential  buildings'  long  exposures  would  not  affect  views  of  the 
hillside,  because  of  the  lower  elevations.  Changes  in  building  design  and  orientation  would 
not  change  the  conclusions  of  the  1985  FSEIR  about  visual  and  urban  design  effects  so  long  as 
the  current  height  and  bulk  restrictions  remain  applicable. 

For  the  central  portion  of  the  site,  the  proposed  project  includes  a  hotel  just  south  of  Executive 
Park  Boulevard  North.  This  area  is  relatively  flat  and  at  a  lower  elevation  than  the  rest  of  the 
site.  The  hotel  would  not  be  visible  from  low-lying  surrounding  areas;  however,  it  would  be 
visible  from  U.S.  101  and  the  Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation  Area;  the  roof  of  the  hotel 
and  buildings  above  100  ft.  would  be  visible  from  Little  Hollywood;  project  buildings  would 
be  visible  from  the  Visitacion  Valley  neighborhood  and  from  some  developed  areas  in  the  City 
of  Brisbane.  The  northern  portion  of  the  site,  north  of  Executive  Park  Boulevard  North,  is 
visually  prominent;  new  offices  and  parking  garages  would  be  visible  from  surrounding  areas 
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though  new  residential  buildings  would  mostly  be  blocked  from  sight  from  the  west  and 
southwest  due  to  higher  office  buildings.  The  residential  buildings  would  be  most  prominent 
from  U.S.  101,  south  of  the  project  site.  Views  to  the  project  site  would  be  altered  from 
views  of  a  mixed-use  complex  at  the  foot  of  Bayview  Hill  to  views  of  a  mixed-use  complex 
extending  up  the  slope  of  Bayview  Hill.  Views  from  Bayview  Hill  below  elevations  ranging 
from  140  ft.  to  240  ft.,  would  be  partially  obstructed  by  project  buildings;  views  from 
elevations  above  180  ft.,  including  views  from  Bayview  Park,  to  the  horizon  would  not  be 
affected.  The  lower  stretches  of  Bayview  Hill,  which  are  currently  sparsely  vegetated,  would 
no  longer  be  visible.  Most  views  of  the  Bay  from  U.S.  101  and  from  Bayview  Hill  Park 
would  be  fully  preserved. 

As  described  and  illustrated  in  the  1985  FSEIR,  the  project  would  change  the  visual 
appearance  of  the  site,  but  would  not  have  a  substantial  negative  effect  on  visual  quality  or 
substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  a  scenic  view  from  public  areas. 

The  project  would  comply  with  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  9212,  which  prohibits 
the  use  of  mirrored  or  reflective  glass.  Therefore,  mirrored  glass  would  not  be  used,  and  the 
buildings  would  not  result  in  glare  affecting  other  properties.  Mitigation  measures  from  the 
1985  FSEIR  related  to  visual  quality  were  imposed  as  conditions  of  approval  in  Planning 
Commission  Motions  10461  and  13304.  Project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  continue  to  implement 
these  conditions;  see  measures  24  -  29  in  Chapter  VI. 

Residential  Variant 

Under  the  Residential  Variant,  elimination  of  the  hotel  component  would  eliminate  it  from 
views  from  U.S.  101,  Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation  Area,  and  Little  Hollywood,  but 
views  of  the  new  residential  structures  could  replace  views  of  the  hotel,  depending  on  their 
location.  The  heights  of  the  additional  residential  buildings  would  likely  range  from  four  to 
eight  stories  and  would  be  subject  to  existing  height  restrictions,  similar  to  the  proposed 
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project.  Thus,  views  from  U.S.  101  of  the  residential  buildings  and  the  hillside  behind  the 
buildings  would  be  similar  to  those  under  the  proposed  project. 

POPULATION 

Proposed  Project 

Project  effects  related  to  population,  both  employment  and  residential,  would  be  similar  to 
those  discussed  in  the  1985  FSEIR  (pp.  139-157).  The  project  would  not  demolish  any 
existing  buildings,  and  thus  would  not  displace  employees  or  residents.  The  Executive  Park 
site  currently  includes  about  1,130  employees.1  The  proposed  Executive  Park  Development 
Plan  project  would  include  about  2,155  new  employees  by  the  year  2001,  and  about  3,195  new 
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employees  by  the  year  2004,  resulting  in  a  total  of  about  5,350  new  employees.2  San 
Francisco's  employment  is  projected  to  grow  from  534,610  employees  in  1995  to  663,900 
employees  by  2015,  for  an  increase  of  24%. 3  Project-related  employment  growth  would 
constitute  about  4.1%  of  citywide  employment  growth  by  the  year  2015.  This  potential 
increase  in  employment  would  be  minimal  in  the  context  of  the  total  employment  in  greater 
San  Francisco. 

An  estimated  309,620  households  resided  in  San  Francisco  in  1995.  By  2015,  San  Francisco 
households  are  expected  to  increase  by  25,310  households  to  334,930  households,  an  8% 
increase.  Using  the  Jobs/Housing  Nexus  Analysis  methodology  prepared  as  background  for  a 
proposed  update  of  the  Office  of  Affordable  Housing  Production  Program  (Planning  Code 
Section  313),  the  project  would  create  a  demand  for  about  1,840  new  dwelling  units,  or  7.3% 
of  the  projected  citywide  growth  by  2015. 4  The  demand  for  dwelling  units  is  about  335%  of 
the  total  550  residential  units  (287  units  currently  under  construction  and  263  units  proposed 
as  part  of  this  project)  planned  for  the  site.  Demand  would  be  less  if  a  greater  than  usual 
percentage  of  new  employees  are  already  employed  and  living  locally.5  Compliance  with  the 
OAHPP  is  one  way  of  satisfying  a  portion  of  the  unmet  housing  demand.  The  potential  for 
increased  housing  demand  in  and  of  itself  is  considered  a  potential  socioeconomic  effect  of  the 
project,  not  a  physical  environmental  effect.6  The  1985  SEIR  calculated  housing  demand 
under  the  then-existing  OAHPP  formula.  The  OAHPP  formula  resulted  in  an  estimated 
housing  demand  of  444  units  for  the  entire  Executive  Park  site,  including  existing  development 
and  this  proposed  project  (1,150,000  sq.  ft.  divided  by  268  sq.  ft./employee  x  31%  ratio  of 
net  addition  of  office  workers  residing  in  San  Francisco  to  net  addition  of  office  employment  x 
45%  additional  workers  in  households  which  are  additional  households  in  San  Francisco 
divided  by  1.35  workers  per  household). 

The  location,  affordability,  and  unmet  demand  for  housing  in  the  Bay  region  is  an  important 
policy  issue  that  warrants  continued  attention  by  policy  makers  in  San  Francisco  and  other  Bay 
Area  jurisdictions.  Increased  unmet  housing  demand  may  result  in  an  imbalance  between  local 
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employment  and  housing,  which  would  indirectly  result  in  long  commutes  and  secondary 
traffic  and  air  quality  impacts.  The  EIR's  analysis  of  potential  secondary  impacts  such  as 
transportation,  air  quality,  and  traffic  noise  are  based  on  related  projections  regarding  the 
location  of  housing  and  employment  and  this  indirectly  addresses  the  issue  of  housing  demand. 
Specifically  the  assumptions  regarding  employee  trip  generation,  trip  distribution,  and  mode 
share,  are  based  on  data  assembled  from  similar  land  uses  within  the  area,  and  on  accepted 
regional  projections  of  housing  production  and  job  creation  over  the  next  15-20  years.  Both 
the  existing  data  and  the  projections  reflect  a  continued  imbalance  between  housing  and  jobs  in 
San  Francisco,  along  with  longer  commutes  within  the  City  and  across  regional  screenlines. 
However,  project  effects  on  traffic  and  air  quality  are  not  greatly  influenced  by  the  imbalance 
per  se,  that  is,  the  effects  of  new  employees  not  living  in  San  Francisco  is  small  relative  to 
overall  project-generated  effects.  These  transportation  and  air  quality  effects  are  directly 
addressed  with  transportation  mitigation  to  encourage  a  mode  shift  to  transit;  potential 
mitigation  to  provide  additional  housing  is  likely  to  have  separate  impacts  not  addressed  here. 

Residential  Variant 

Under  this  variant,  there  would  be  about  5,120  total  employees,  or  about  230  net  fewer 
employees  than  the  5,350  employees  associated  with  the  proposed  project.63  This  is  a  result  of 
eliminating  the  hotel  and  adding  a  relatively  small  number  of  workers  (e.g.,  groundskeepers, 
apartment  managers)  associated  with  the  substituted  residential  units.  This  decrease  in  number 
of  employees  results  in  a  slight  decrease  in  housing  demand  from  that  of  the  proposed  project, 
from  1,840  new  dwelling  units  to  about  1,760  dwelling  units.5b  This  difference  of  about  80 
units  is  equivalent  to  a  4.3%  reduction  in  demand  for  housing  under  the  Residential  Variant,  as 
compared  to  the  proposed  project.  With  the  total  808  residential  units  (287  units  currently 
under  construction  plus  263  units  proposed  as  part  of  the  project  plus  258  additional  units 
under  the  Residential  Variant)  planned  for  the  site,  the  housing  demand  in  the  Residential 
Variant  would  be  about  218%  of  the  proposed  supply,  reduced  from  335%  under  the  proposed 
project. 
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NOISE 


Noise  effects  (excluding  traffic  noise)  are  discussed  below  in  the  context  of  current  conditions 
and  methodology.  Excavation  and  building  construction  would  temporarily  increase  noise  in 
the  project  area.  For  example,  the  project  would  require  breaking  up  the  asphalt  parking 
areas,  and  excavation  for  building  foundations  and  the  hotel  parking.  The  trucks  and 
equipment  used  for  asphalt  removal  and  excavation  would  be  expected  to  generate  noise  and 
possibly  vibrations  that  could  be  considered  an  annoyance  by  occupants  of  nearby  properties. 
In  general,  construction  noise  could  be  up  to  90  dBA  at  about  50  feet  from  some  pieces  of 
equipment.  Pile-driving  would  not  occur,  as  all  buildings  would  be  on  spread  footings.  Noise 
levels  at  receptors  near  the  project  site  would  depend  on  the  distance  between  the  noise  source 
and  the  receptor,  and  the  presence  or  absence  of  noise  barriers.  To  mitigate  any  impacts 
associated  with  noise  generated  from  construction,  the  project  would  comply  with  regulations 
set  forth  in  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance.  The  Noise  Ordinance  restricts  construction 
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noise  to  levels  below  80  dBA  at  100  feet  from  the  source  during  daytime  hours  (7  a.m.  to  8 
p.m.);  nighttime  construction  requires  a  special  permit  from  the  Director  of  Public  Works. 
The  Noise  Ordinance  includes  requirements  that  impact  tools  be  equipped  with  intake  and 
exhaust  mufflers. 

Construction,  including  foundation,  structure,  facade,  and  interior  work,  would  be  expected  to 
last  about  24  to  36  months  for  Phase  1  and  about  24  to  36  additional  months  for  Phase  2. 
Although  construction  noise  could  annoy  nearby  office  workers  and  residents,  particularly 
those  adjacent  to  the  project  site,  the  impacts  would  generally  be  limited  to  the  12-  to  14- 
month  period  of  each  phase  when  the  foundations  and  exterior  structural  and  facade  elements 
would  be  built.  Interior  construction  noise  would  be  substantially  reduced  by  the  exterior 
walls.  Based  on  this  information,  construction  noise  impacts  would  not  be  considered 
significant. 

The  dominant  noise  source  near  the  project  area  is  traffic,  particularly  from  U.S.  101.  The 
1985  FSEIR  (p.  124)  found  that  existing  noise  levels  would  exceed  the  maximum  outdoor 
levels  recommended  for  residential  uses,  and  noted  that  a  noise-reduction  analysis  would  be 
required  by  Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations  for  the  then-proposed  housing  and 
hotel.  Assuming  that  background  noise  levels  have  not  changed  dramatically  or  decreased 
since  preparation  of  the  1985  FSEIR,  the  noise  reduction  analysis  would  still  be  required  by 
Title  24.  Under  this  regulation,  the  design  of  housing  and  hotel  units  must  limit  exterior  noise 
so  that  interior  noise  levels  are  below  45  dBA  (L^.  Compliance  with  Title  24  would  be  based 
on  considering  worst-case  existing  or  future  noise  levels  for  at  least  10  years  from  the  time  of 
submitting  the  building  permit  application.  Because  the  noise  insulation  required  by  Title  24 
would  be  included  in  the  design  of  the  proposed  project's  housing  and  hotel,  the  proposed 
project  would  not  be  substantially  impacted  by  the  existing  or  future  traffic  noise  levels  and  no 
violations  of  Title  24  are  expected. 
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The  proposed  project  would  include  mechanical  equipment,  such  as  air  conditioning  units  and 
chillers,  which  could  produce  noise.  These  operations  would  be  subject  to  the  San  Francisco 
Noise  Ordinance,  Article  29  of  the  San  Francisco  Police  Code.  Compliance  with  Section  2909 
of  the  Noise  Ordinance  would  minimize  noise  from  building  operations.  Measures  from  the 
1976  FEIR  intended  to  reduce  less-than-significant  noise  effects  are  proposed  as  part  of  the 
project,  and  are  items  32  and  33  in  Chapter  VI,  Mitigation  Measures. 


AIR  QUALITY 


Transportation-related  air  quality  effects  are  discussed  above,  in  Chapter  IV.  The  1985  FSEIR 
describes  construction-related  air  quality  impacts  as  a  nuisance,  which  would  not  likely  cause 
long-term  violations  of  air  standards  (1985  FSEIR,  pp.  117-118).  The  BAAQMD  considers 
construction  air  emissions  to  be  less  than  significant  as  long  as  reasonable  measures  are  taken 
to  control  the  emissions.  Mitigation  measures  from  the  1985  FSEIR  included  in  the  project  to 
reduce  construction-related  dust  are  included  in  Chapter  VI,  Mitigation  Measures,  below. 


SHADOWS 


Proposed  Project 


Shadows  from  the  proposed  residential  portion  of  the  project,  and  the  residences  now  under 
construction,  were  assessed  in  an  Addendum  to  the  1985  FSEIR  (February  13,  1992).  The 
Addendum  found  that  new  shadows  on  Recreation  and  Park  Department  properties  on  Bayview 
Hill  and  3Com  Park  would  not  have  an  adverse  effect  on  use  of  the  parks  based  on  both 
duration  and  location  {Addendum,  pp.  3-4).  As  noted  in  the  1985  FSEIR,  shadows  from  the 
office  buildings  and  parking  structures  would  not  shade  any  portion  of  Bayview  Hill  Park  due 
to  the  upward  slope  of  the  hill  and  the  southern  and  eastern  direction  of  shadows  from  the 
buildings.  This  analysis  and  conclusion  would  not  be  changed  due  to  the  new  configuration  of 
OB4  and  OB8.  The  project  buildings  (office,  hotel,  retail,  and  residential)  would  be  within  the 
height  limits  analyzed  in  the  1985  FSEIR.  The  hotel  would  add  shadow  to  a  portion  of 
Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation  Area;  however,  this  park  is  a  state  park  and  is  not  subject 
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to  the  provisions  of  Proposition  K  (1985  FSEIR,  pp.  87-91).  The  portion  of  the  park  that 
would  be  shaded  is  used  for  bike  trails,  a  bird  overlook,  and  picnic  areas;  use  and  enjoyment 
of  these  areas  would  not  be  substantially  affected  by  the  project. 


Residential  Variant 


Elimination  of  the  hotel  under  the  Residential  Variant  would  eliminate  the  less-than-significant 
shading  impacts  on  Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation  Area  by  the  hotel,  but  new  structures 
associated  with  the  additional  residential  units  may  create  similar  new  shadow  on  the  State 
Recreation  Area  or  could  add  shadow  to  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Department 
property  to  the  east  of  the  Executive  Park  site.  Any  new  shadow  on  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  property  would  be  similar  to  that  analyzed  for  and  discussed  in  the  1992 
Addendum.  As  explained  there,  the  new  shadow  from  residential  structures  at  the  east  end  of 
the  project  site  would  fall  on  the  Jamestown  Avenue  roadway  right-of-way,  a  paved  area  of 
3Com  Park  used  as  a  driveway  and  parking  area,  and  on  a  steep,  inaccessible  portion  of 
Bayview  Park  that  is  between  the  project  site  and  Jamestown  Avenue  (see  Figure  5,  p.  23  for 
the  location  of  Bayview  Park).  The  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  and  the  Planning 
Commission  found  that  this  shadow  would  not  create  significant  impacts.  The  location  of  new 
buildings  for  the  Residential  Variant  is  not  known  but  they  would  not  be  closer  to  the  project 
site  eastern  boundary  than  the  buildings  now  under  construction.  Therefore,  it  is  not  expected 
that  they  would  create  substantially  greater  shadows,  or  that  any  new  shadows  would  fall  on 
more  useable  open  space  locations. 


WIND 


The  1985  FSEIR  found  that  the  project  would  cause  little  or  no  change  on  existing  average 
wind  speeds  around  OBI,  OB2,  or  at  off-site  locations  including  3Com  Park,  Little 
Hollywood,  Bayview  Hill  Park,  and  the  Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation  Area.  The  changes 
in  this  project— changed  orientation  of  OB4  and  OB8,  changed  location  of  retail  uses  from  a 
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central  plaza  to  the  Executive  Park  Boulevard  North  street  frontage— would  not  be  expected  to 
change  the  analysis  or  conclusions  of  the  1985  FSEIR.  In  general,  the  project  would  be 
expected  to  reduce  average  wind  speeds  in  the  northern  and  eastern  portions  of  the  project  site. 
Mitigation  measures  from  the  1985  FSEIR  to  reduce  wind  effects,  through  placement  and 
design  of  building  entrances,  are  presented  in  Appendix  A. 


UTILITIES  AND  PUBLIC  SERVICES 


The  Initial  Study  (dated  September  29,  1982)  for  the  1985  FSEIR  found  that  no  significant 
effects  would  be  expected  from  the  project  on  solid  waste  disposal,  water  capacity,  police  and 
fire  protection  services,  and  utilities  and  communication  facilities.  These  areas  are  discussed 
below  in  the  context  of  current  conditions. 


San  Francisco's  solid  waste  is  disposed  of  at  the  Altamont  Landfill,  which  will  be  able  to 
accommodate  San  Francisco's  solid  waste  stream  well  into  the  future.  The  solid  waste 
associated  with  project  construction  and  operation  would  not  substantially  affect  the 
foreseeable  life  of  the  Altamont  Landfill. 
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The  San  Francisco  Water  Department  (SFWD)  supplies  water  to  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco,  including  the  project  site.  The  SFWD  serves  a  total  population  of  about  2.3  million 
people,  providing  water  to  residential,  commercial,  and  industrial  customers  in  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  region  and  some  Central  Valley  users.  Consumption  within  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  is  currently  about  90  MGD.  Total  system-wide  consumption  is  about 
250  MGD. 

At  buildout,  the  proposed  project  would  consume  a  total  of  about  320,000  gallons  of  water  per 
day,  which  would  be  an  increase  of  about  170,000  gallons  per  day;  the  estimated  current 
consumption  is  150,000  gallons  per  day.  This  would  incrementally  increase  the  demand  for 
water  in  San  Francisco.  However,  the  new  construction  would  be  designed  to  incorporate 
water-conserving  measures,  such  as  installing  low-flush  toilets  and  urinals,  as  required  by 
California  State  Building  Code  section  402.0(c),  and  as  specified  in  mitigation  measures  from 
the  1985  FSEIR,  which  are  included  in  Appendix  A.  Although  California  Public  Resources 
Code  Section  21151.9  does  not  apply  to  the  project,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities 
Commission  staff  has  determined  that  water  resources  are  sufficient  to  serve  the  proposed 
Executive  Park  project.7  The  project  site  would  continue  to  be  served  by  the  University 
Mound  Reservoir.  Because  the  project  would  not  result  in  a  substantial  increase  in  water  use 
and  existing  water  resources  are  sufficient  to  serve  the  project  site,  the  project  would  not  result 
in  a  significant  impact. 

The  project  at  full  buildout  would  require  a  minimum  of  a  12-inch  water  main  to  provide  flow 
sufficient  for  fire-fighting.8  The  City  Distribution  Divison  of  the  San  Francisco  Water 
Department  indicates  that  the  existing  water  main  in  Executive  Park  Boulevard  is  a  12-inch 
main.9  If  necessary,  pumps  would  be  provided  to  provide  sufficient  pressure  at  upper  levels  of 
one  or  more  of  the  proposed  project  buildings.  The  building  permit  process  for  buildings 
beyond  Phase  1  development  at  Executive  Park  would  ensure  that  water  delivery  systems  are 
adequately  sized. 
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The  project  site  presently  receives  police  and  fire  protection  services,  and  the  project  would 
create  little  additional  demand  for  fire  and  police  services  in  the  area.  Although  the  project 
could  increase  the  number  of  calls  received  from  the  area  or  the  level  of  regulatory  oversight 
that  must  be  provided  as  a  result  of  the  increased  concentration  of  activity  on-site,  the  increase 
in  responsibilities  would  not  likely  be  substantial  in  light  of  the  existing  demand  for  police  and 
fire  protection  services  in  the  area.10  Mitigation  measures  from  the  1985  FSEIR  are  proposed 
as  part  of  this  project;  thus  the  project  would  provide  internal  security  measures,  such  as 
security  guards,  well-lighted  entries,  alarm  systems,  and  emergency  communications  systems, 
power  supply  and  water  supply  for  office  uses  to  minimize  the  need  for  police  and  fire 
services  and  to  reduce  hazards  to  building  occupants  during  an  earthquake  or  fire  (see 
Appendix  A).  The  Fire  Department  would  review  circulation  plans  and  building  plans  to 
ensure  adequate  access.  Furthermore,  the  increase  in  demand  would  not  require  the 
construction  of  any  new  police  or  fire  prevention  facilities.  For  these  reasons,  the  project 
would  not  cause  significant  impacts  related  to  police  or  fire  protection  services. 

The  project  site  is  already  served  by  power  utilities  and  communication  facilities.  The  new 
buildings  would  tap  into  the  existing  power  and  communications  grids.  Therefore,  no  new 
power  or  communications  facilities  would  be  necessary  as  a  result  of  project  implementation. 

BIOLOGY 

Development  of  the  project  site  would  not  affect  plant  or  animal  habitat.  No  known  rare, 
threatened  or  endangered  species  exist  on  the  project  site.  The  project  would  not  interfere 
with  any  resident  or  migratory  species.  No  mature  trees  would  be  removed.  The  1985  FSEIR 
(pp.  137-139)  noted  that  the  endangered  San  Bruno  elfin  and  Mission  blue  butterflies  and  the 
rare  Callippe  Silverspot  butterfly  were  known  to  occur  just  north  of  the  project  site  in  Bayview 
Hill  Park.  In  1985,  and  again  in  1992,  neither  these  butterflies  nor  their  food  hosts  were 
identified  on  the  project  site. 
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The  plan  approved  in  1985  proposed  hillside  trails  above  the  180  ft.  contour  line  on  the  south 
face  of  Bayview  Hill.  As  noted  in  the  1985  FSEIR,  development  of  the  hillside  trails  would 
decrease  the  value  of  existing  habitat,  reduce  available  forage  for  animals,  and  indirectly  affect 
flora  and  fauna  on  Bayview  Hill  by  increasing  human  activity  on  the  hillside.  These  effects 
were  not  considered  significant  in  1985.  More  recently,  the  Recreation  and  Open  Space 
Element  of  the  City's  General  Plan  has  been  amended  to  designate  13  significant  natural 
areas,  one  of  which  is  Bayview  Hill  Park.11  The  Recreation  and  Park  Department  is  in  the 
process  of  restoring  California  native  vegetation  in  these  areas  and  considers  that  building 
trails  on  the  face  of  the  hill  and  bringing  people  to  the  park  along  these  trails  could  interfere 
with  the  restoration.  Therefore,  the  proposed  hillside  trail  system  on  the  project  site  is 
proposed  by  the  sponsor  to  be  deleted  as  a  condition  of  approval.  The  project  sponsor  would 
substitute  hillside  revegetation  or  a  fund  to  support  revegetation  by  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department.  Mitigation  measures  from  the  1985  FSEIR  and  from  the  1992  modifications  to 
conditions  and  mitigation  measures  related  to  planting  the  hillside  on  the  project  site,  are 
proposed  as  part  of  this  project;  they  are  listed  in  Chapter  VI,  Measures,  48-56. 


GEOLOGY  AND  TOPOGRAPHY 


The  Community  Safety  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  has  been  updated  since 
publication  of  the  1985  FSEIR.  The  updated  Element  contains  maps  that  show  areas  subject  to 
geologic  hazards.  As  noted  in  the  1985  FSEIR  (pp.  63-66),  the  project  site  is  located  in  an 
area  subject  to  ground  shaking  from  earthquakes  along  the  San  Andreas  (six  miles  southwest) 
and  Northern  Hay  ward  (13  miles  east)  Faults  and  other  faults  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area 
(Maps  2  and  3  in  the  Community  Safety  Element).  The  project  site  is  not  subject  to 
liquefaction  because  the  project  soils  are  typically  dense  and  consist  mainly  of  silt  and  clay. 
Mitigation  measures  from  the  1985  FSEIR  are  proposed  as  part  of  this  project  (see 
Chapter  VI,  Measures  35-47,  and  Appendix  A). 
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As  discussed  in  the  1985  FSEIR  (pp.  132-136),  the  project  would  alter  the  topography  of  the 
site  by  replacing  the  existing  man-made  terraced  topography  of  Bayview  Hill  with  a  series  of 
level  benches  separated  by  moderately  steep  slopes.  Since  the  project  would  alter  man-made, 
and  not  natural,  topographical  features,  the  project  would  not  affect  any  unique  geologic  or 
physical  features  of  the  site.  No  further  analysis  of  geology  and  seismicity  is  required  in  this 
Supplemental  EIR. 


ENERGY  AND  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

The  project  would  meet  current  state  and  local  codes  concerning  energy  consumption, 
including  Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations  enforced  by  the  Department  of 
Building  Inspection.  For  this  reason,  it  would  not  cause  a  wasteful  use  of  energy.  Therefore, 
energy  consumption  requires  no  further  analysis  in  the  Supplemental  EIR.  Mitigation 
measures  from  the  1985  FSEIR  are  proposed  as  part  of  this  project  (see  Chapter  VI,  Measure 
34,  and  Appendix  A). 


HAZARDS 


As  noted  in  the  1992  Addendum,  a  literature  search  was  conducted  to  document  known 
historic  hazardous  materials  usage  on-site;  no  information  was  produced  to  suggest  historic 
uses  that  would  have  produced  hazardous  waste  on  the  project  site.  As  noted  in  the  Initial 
Study  to  the  1985  FSEIR  (p.  A-19),  no  impacts  from  hazards  would  be  expected  from 
development  of  the  project;  an  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  would  be  developed 
by  the  project  sponsor  in  consultation  with  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Emergency  Services  to 
ensure  coordination  between  San  Francisco's  emergency  planning  activities  and  the  project 
sponsor's  plan  to  provide  for  building  occupants  in  the  event  of  an  emergency  (p.  A-20).  The 
project  sponsor's  plan  would  be  reviewed  by  the  Office  of  Emergency  Services.  This 
emergency  plan  is  a  mitigation  measure  from  the  1985  FSEIR  and  is  listed  in  Appendix  A. 
Hazards  do  not  require  further  analysis. 
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CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

The  1985  FSEIR,  as  summarized  in  the  1992  Addendum,  noted  that  cultural  deposits 
associated  with  a  shell  mound  have  been  identified  on  portions  of  the  project  site,  specifically 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  hotel.  This  shell  mound  is  known  as  CA-SFR-7,  and  is  also 
known  as  Nelson's  #387,  the  Crocker  Mound  and  the  Bayshore  Mound.  Other  unidentified 
cultural  resources  could  be  located  on  the  project  site.  Mitigation  from  the  1985  FSEIR  is 
proposed  as  part  of  this  project  (see  Chapter  VI,  Measure  13).  Thus,  the  project  would 
include  measures  to  monitor  site  excavation  and  to  conduct  archaeological  testing  in  the  area 
of  the  hotel. 

The  portion  of  the  project  site  currently  proposed  for  development  is  vacant  and  would  not 
conflict  with  established  recreational,  educational,  religious,  or  scientific  uses  of  the  area.  No 
buildings  on  the  project  site  are  designated  city  landmarks.  Thus,  the  project  would  not  create 
new  significant  effects  on  cultural  resources  that  have  not  been  mitigated. 

Mitigation  measures  related  to  potential  impacts  from  construction  noise  and  hazards;  and 
potential  impacts  on  open  space,  energy,  wind,  biological  resources,  and  cultural  resources  are 
proposed  as  part  of  the  project  and  are  summarized  in  Chapter  VI,  below. 


NOTES  -  Environmental  Effects  Not  Requiring  Additional  Analysis  in  this  SEIR 

1.  Employment  equals  about  1,127  employees  [OBI  and  OB2  are  fully  occupied,  and  OB3  is  85%  occupied 
resulting  in  303,500  sq.  ft.  (85%  of  320,000)  divided  by  275  sq.  ft./per  person  =  about  1,104  employees; 
Retail  employees  equal  2,500  sq.  ft.  divided  by  350  sq.  ft./per  person  =  about  7  employees.  Residential 
employees  will  equal  221,000  sq.  ft.  divided  by  14,000  sq.  ft.  =  about  16]. 

2.  Phase  One  employment  equals  about  2,156  employees  [OB4  and  OB5  would  be  fully  occupied  resulting  in 
540,000  sq.  ft.  divided  by  275  sq.  ft./per  person  =  about  1,964  employees;  Retail  employees  equal  62,500 
sq.  ft.  divided  by  350  sq.  ft./per  person  =  about  179  employees.  Residential  employees  equal  178,500  sq. 
ft.  divided  by  14,000  sq.  ft.  =  about  13.]. 

Phase  Two  employment  equals  about  3,196  employees  [OB6,  OB7,  and  OB8  would  be  fully  occupied 
resulting  in  784,000  sq.  ft.  divided  by  275  sq.  ft./per  person  =  2,851  employees;  Retail  employees  equal 
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30,000  sq.  ft.  divided  by  350  sq.  ft./per  person  =  86  employees;  Hotel  employees  equal  350  rooms  divided 
by  .74  employees/per  room  =  259  employees.]  Factors  derived  from  1985  FSEIR,  p.  141. 

3.  City  forecasts  of  population  and  jobs  are  from  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  Projections  98— 
Forecasts  for  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  to  the  Year  2020,  December  1997. 

4.  The  estimated  housing  demand  resulting  from  the  project  is  calculated  by  multiplying  the  estimated  project- 
related  increase  in  employment  (5,352  employees)  by  the  fraction  of  San  Francisco  employees  who  live  in 
the  City  (55%).  This  result,  the  approximate  number  of  project-related  employees  who  would  live  in  the 
City  (2,944),  is  then  divided  by  the  average  number  of  San  Francisco  workers  in  households  where  San 
Francisco  workers  reside  (1.6).  The  estimated  housing  demand  would  be  about  1,840  units  (5,352  x  0.55 
divided  by  1.6  =  1,840).  Formula  derived  from  Keyser  Marston  Associates,  Inc.,  Jobs  Housing  Nexus 
Analysis,  prepared  for  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  June  1997. 

5.  Total  San  Francisco  population  and  housing  estimates  derived  from  Keyser  Marston  Associates,  Inc.,  Jobs 
Housing  Nexus  Analysis,  prepared  for  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  June  1997.  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  Planning  Code,  Section  313.3  the  Office  Affordable  Housing  Production  Program  Ordinance 
(OAHPP),  applies  to  office  development  in  areas  outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  state  of  California.  The  OAHPP  approach  is  used  here  as  an  evaluation 
tool.  The  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  is  presently  evaluating  revision  and  expansion  of  the  OAHPP 
ordinance  to  apply  to  other  non-residential  land  uses.  Retail  and  entertainment,  hotel,  medical-related, 
cultural  and  institutional,  and  research  and  development  are  the  additional  building  types  and  land  use 
activities  under  study.  Proposed  legislation  developed  by  the  Planning  Department  will  be  presented  to  the 
Planning  Commission  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  adoption  in  1999. 

6.  CEQA  does  not  require  an  analysis  of  socioeconomic  effects  and  indicates  that  these  effects  "shall  not  be 
treated  as  significant  effects  on  the  environment."  Nonetheless,  socioeconomic  effects  "may  be  included  in 
an  EIR  or  may  be  presented  in  whatever  form  the  agency  desires"  (State  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15131). 
In  the  absence  of  a  legal  requirement  to  include  an  analysis  of  socioeconomic  effects,  this  environmental 
analysis,  and  others  prepared  in  San  Francisco,  do  not  generally  address  socioeconomic  issues  per  se,  but 
focus  on  the  potential  secondary  or  indirect  physical  consequences  of  social  or  economic  changes. 

6a.  5,352  total  project  employees  minus  259  hotel  employees  plus  25  residential  employees  (total  residential 
square  footage  of  178,500  sq.  ft.  divided  by  14,000  sq.  ft.). 

6b.  5,118  employees  multiplied  by  the  fraction  of  San  Francisco  employees  who  would  live  in  the  City  (55%), 
then  divided  by  the  average  number  of  San  Francisco  workers  in  households  where  San  Francisco  workers 
would  reside  (1.6).  (5,118  x  0.55  divided  by  1.6  =  1,759) 

7.  Michael  P.  Carlin,  Manager,  Resources  &  Planning,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities 
Commission,  Bureau  of  System  Planning,  Environment  &  Compliance,  Letter  to  Diane  Wong,  Planning 
Department,  dated  May  27,  1999. 

8.  Stephen  Hellman,  Hellman/Lober  Consulting  Mechanical  Engineers,  letter  to  Frank  Wong,  AIA,  F+A 
Architects,  project  architect,  October  26,  1998. 

9.  Note  by  Joe  Pelayo,  Engineer,  San  Francisco  Water  Department  CDD,  on  drawings  received  by  Project 
Sponsor  on  July  26,  1997. 

10.  Allocation  of  police  force  would  be  adjusted  to  serve  the  development  if  necessary.  Jim  Degnan,  Public 
Affairs  Officer,  San  Francisco  Police  Department,  telephone  conversation  with  EIP  Associates,  March  25 
1999. 
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11.  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Element, 
Objective  2,  Policy  13,  added  by  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  13149,  adopted  August  15, 
1991. 
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This  chapter  presents  the  mitigation  measures  that  address  significant  environmental  impacts  of 
the  proposed  project,  as  discussed  in  Chapter  IV,  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts,  or  as 
analyzed  in  the  1985  FSEIR  and  summarized  in  Chapter  V,  Environmental  Effects  Not 
Requiring  Additional  Analysis  In  This  SEIR.  The  mitigation  measures  either  reduce  or  avoid 
significant  impacts.  Some  measures,  while  not  required  to  reduce  significant  impacts,  are 
described  here  to  address  concerns  about  event  day  traffic  and  construction  activities.  These 
measures  could  be  adopted  by  the  Planning  Commission  as  conditions  of  project  approval,  if 
the  project  were  approved. 

Measures  from  the  1985  FSEIR  and  the  1976  EIR  that  remain  applicable  to  the  proposed 
project  have  been  incorporated  in  this  SEIR.  Of  the  measures  from  previous  documents,  some 
have  been  included  as  part  of  the  proposed  project,  and  others  are  identified  in  this  SEIR  for 
decision  makers'  reconsideration.  A  few  former  mitigation  measures  are  no  longer  applicable; 
others  were  found  infeasible  and  rejected  or  were  rejected  as  outside  decisionmakers' 
jurisdictions  in  previous  approval  actions.  These  latter  measures  were  re-examined  to 
determine  current  applicability,  and  were  included  in  this  Chapter  if  they  remain  applicable 
and  should  be  reconsidered  in  acting  on  the  proposed  project.  Mitigation  measures  from 
previous  environmental  review  documents  are  summarized  and  their  status  is  noted  in 
Appendix  A. 


A.  MITIGATION  MEASURES  INCLUDED  IN  THE  PROJECT  TO 
REDUCE  SIGNIFICANT  IMPACTS 

The  following  mitigation  measures  have  been  included  as  part  of  the  project  by  the  project 
sponsor  to  reduce  or  avoid  otherwise  significant  environmental  impacts.  All  of  these 
mitigation  measures  were  conditions  of  previous  Planning  Commission  project  approvals. 
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LAND  USE 


1.    In  accordance  with  the  objectives  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the 
Comprehensive  Plan,  approximately  26  acres  of  the  project  area  would  remain  in  open 
space  on  the  upper  slopes  of  Bayview  Hill  to  provide  continuous  open  space  with  Bayview 
Park. 

TRANSPORTATION 


2.  The  sponsor  would  provide  the  recommended  off-street  loading  and  service  space 
contained  in  Exhibit  A  of  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  9286  [17  spaces  for  the 
overall  development].  That  resolution  requires  more  off-street  loading  than  the  existing 
City  Planning  Code. 

3.  As  the  project  becomes  fully  occupied,  the  sponsor  would  work  with  SamTrans  to  provide 
service  for  on-site  bus  stops  by  SamTrans  mainline  express  routes.  The  sponsor  has 
discussed  required  employee  usage  with  SamTrans  and  would  continue  to  do  so. 

In  July,  1981,  the  sponsor  and  SamTrans  surveyed  the  tenants  of  OBI  to  determine  the 
demand  for  transit  service  to  the  site.  OBI  and  OB2  were  also  surveyed  in  October  1982. 
This  measure  calls  for  continuing  to  work  with  SamTrans  to  determine  when  demand  for 
transit  to  the  Peninsula  reaches  a  level  that  would  justify  providing  bus  service  at  the  project 
site. 


4.  The  project  sponsor  would  provide  shuttle  service  to  the  Executive  Park  site  from  the 
downtown  e.g.,  from  the  Transbay  Transit  Terminal)  as  required  by  the  demand  for  such 
service  by  project  employees.  Project  sponsor  would  continue  to  provide  shuttle  service 
from  the  Bayshore  Caltrain  station,  the  Balboa  Park  BART  station,  and  at  MUNI  and 
SamTrans  stops  along  Bayshore  Boulevard.  The  need  to  continue  or  modify  shuttle 
service  would  be  reviewed  annually  by  the  project  sponsor  in  consultation  with  the 
Planning  Department. 

5.  The  Planning  Commission  could  continue  to  make  building  permit  approval  contingent 
upon  performance  of  agreed-upon  mitigation  measures  (this  could  include  attainment  of 
previously  determined  goal  for  ridesharing,  transit  use  or  other  TSM  components,  as  well 
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as  the  physical  construction  of  roadway  improvements)  and  the  development  of  other 
measures  found  necessary  at  that  time. 

6.    Construct  the  following  roadway  improvements  when  field  measurements  of  traffic 
conditions  indicate  that  improvements  are  warranted  to  maintain  conditions  at  LOS  D  or 
better: 

a)  Widen  Alana  Way  from  Executive  Park  West  to  Thomas  Mellon  to  4  lanes 

b)  Contribute  25  %  toward  widening  Alana  Way  from  Executive  Park  West  to  Beatty  to 
5  lanes 

c)  Contribute  25  %  toward  restriping  Alana  Way  between  Executive  Park  West  and 
Beatty  Avenue  to  4  lanes 

d)  Widen  Harney  Way  from  Executive  Park  East  to  Thomas  Mellon  to  5  lanes 

e)  Contribute  25  %  toward  widening  Executive  Park  West  from  Alana  Way  to  Blanken 
Avenue  to  4,  then  5  lanes 

f)  Widen  Executive  Park  East  from  Harney  Way  to  Executive  Park  North  to  4  lanes 

g)  Contribute  25%  toward  widening  the  Beatty  Avenue  southbound  on-ramp  to  U.S.  101 
to  2  lanes 

h)  Modify  the  intersection  of  Blanken  Avenue  and  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West 

Transportation  mitigation  measures  involving  changes  to  Harney  Way  may  fall  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission  (BCDC). 
Implementation  of  such  measures  would  require  BCDC  review  and  a  possible  permit  for 
construction. 


7.    Provide  signalization  when  warranted  by  traffic  volume  increases,  based  on  field 

measurements  of  traffic  conditions,  at  the  intersections  of  Alana  Way  at  Executive  Park 
Blvd.  West,  Alana  Way  at  Harney  Way,  Harney  Way  at  Executive  Park  Boulevard  East, 
and  contribute  25  %  toward  signalization  of  Alaria  Way  at  Beatty  Avenue  at  the 
southbound  U.S.  101  ramps,  and  Harney  Way  at  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West 
Extension  (if  constructed). 
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8.    Contribute  25%  toward  installation  and  maintenance  by  Caltrans  of  ramp-metering  signals 
at  Alana  Way  at  the  Beatty  Avenue  southbound  on-ramp  to  US  101,  and  at  the  Harney 
Way  northbound  on-ramp  to  US  101,  and  add  a  by-pass  lane  for  high-occupancy  vehicles 
(carpools,  vanpools)  and  transit  vehicles  by  restriping  and  widening  the  Harney  Way 
northbound  on-ramp  to  US  101. 
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The  25%  contribution  toward  circulation  changes  in  measures  6  through  8,  above,  was 
required  in  Planning  Commission  Motions  10451  and  13304  for  locations  identified  as 
"regional"  in  that  they  would  serve  development  other  than  that  from  the  project  site.  The 
"regional"  circulation  changes  were  identified  as  those  west  of  Executive  Park  Boulevard 
West.  Project  sponsor  may  request  decision  makers  to  consider  modifying  the  25  % 
contribution  to  an  amount  related  directly  to  the  project's  estimated  contribution  to  cumulative 
•        increases  in  traffic  volumes.  Measures  6.b,  6.g,  6.h,  8,  portions  of  Measure  7  related  to  U.S. 
101  on-ramps,  and  potentially  Measure  6.e  if  the  roadway  widening  were  to  be  carried  out  on 
the  west  side  of  the  road,  would  require  encroachment  permits  and  other  approvals  from 
Caltrans  to  perform  work  or  traffic  control  within  the  U.S.  101  right-of-way.  Measures  6.b, 
6.g,  and  portions  of  Measure  7  (involving  signalization  of  Alana  Way  at  Beatty  Avenue  and  of 
Harney  Way  at  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West  if  extended),  call  for  actions  within  the  City  of 
Brisbane  and  would  require  consideration  by  Brisbane  staff  and  City  Council. 


9.  Limit  the  number  of  parking  spaces  provided  for  single-occupant  drivers,  to  be  applied  at 
each  development  phase  or  approval  of  each  building,  with  more  lenient  limits  in  earlier 
phases  of  development  and  more  stringent  in  later  phases. 

10.  Employ  a  transportation  broker,  whose  responsibility  would  be  to  work  with  building 
tenants  and  employees,  the  Planning  Department,  RIDES  for  Bay  Area  Commuters  and 
other  carpool  matching  services,  MUNI,  SamTrans,  and  other  agencies  to  continue  to 
implement  Transportation  System  Management  (TSM)  programs  for  the  entire  Executive 
Park  site,  which  would  include,  but  not  be  limited  to:  designation  of  preferential  parking 
spaces  for  carpools  and  vanpools  (3  or  more  occupants  per  vehicle)  at  locations  closest  to 
building  entrances;  the  initial  number  of  preferential  parking  spaces  shall  be  based  on 
current  percentage  of  on-site  employees  who  rideshare,  as  demonstrated  by  employee 
surveys. 

1 1 .  Within  six  months  after  full  occupancy  of  each  building,  submit  to  the  Planning 
Department  a  preliminary  report  outlining  TSM  program  activities  and  progress  to  date, 
and  outlining  a  proposed  long-range  TSM  plan  for  implementation  as  the  project  nears 
completion.  In  addition  to  the  shuttle  service  from  BART  and  the  Caltrain  station  that  is 
already  operating,  such  a  long-range  plan  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  such  actions 
as:  increasing  the  number  of  preferential  parking  spaces  for  carpools  and  vanpools; 
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providing  direct  transit  service  into  the  Executive  Park  site  by  SamTrans,  as  the  level  of 
employee  population  warrants;  and  instituting  flex-time  or  alternative  work  schedules  by 
various  tenants. 


AIR  QUALITY 


12.  The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  contractor(s)  to  spray  the  site  with  water  at  least 
twice  per  day  during  excavation  and  construction  activities.  Ordinance  175-91,  passed  by 
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the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991,  requires  that  non-potable  water  be  used  for 
dust  control  activities.  Therefore,  the  project  sponsor  would  require  that  the  contractor(s) 
obtain  reclaimed  water  from  the  Clean  Water  Program  for  this  purpose.  The  project 
sponsors  would  require  the  project  contractor(s)  to  maintain  and  operate  construction 
equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of  particulates  and  other  pollutants,  by 
such  means  as  a  prohibition  on  idling  motors  when  equipment  is  not  in  use  or  when  trucks 
are  waiting  in  queues,  and  implementation  of  specific  maintenance  programs  to  reduce 
emissions  from  equipment  that  would  be  in  frequent  use  for  much  of  the  construction 
period. 

Regional  and  cumulative  air  quality  impacts  due  to  project-related  traffic  would  be  reduced  by 
some  of  the  transportation  mitigation  measures  listed  above.  It  is  not  expected  that 
transportation  mitigation  measures  would  be  sufficient  to  reduce  significant  air  quality  impacts 
to  less-than-significant  levels. 


CULTURAL  RESOURCES 


13.  Prior  to  issuance  of  a  site  permit,  the  project  sponsor  shall  retain  an  historical 

archaeologist  (or  other  qualified  expert)  to  perform  archival  research  and  site  inspection  to 
determine  the  potential  for  discovery  of  cultural  or  historic  artifacts  on  the  site.  This 
investigation  shall  include  the  known  shell  mound  site  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  area. 
Results  of  this  investigation,  and  a  plan  for  any  further  investigation  that  may  be 
appropriate,  shall  be  reported  to  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO). 

The  ERO,  in  consultation  with  the  Secretary  to  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory 
Board  and  the  archaeologist,  shall  determine  whether  the  archaeologist  should  instruct  all 
excavation  and  foundation  crews  on  the  project  site  of  the  potential  for  discovery  of 
cultural  or  historic  artifacts,  and  the  procedures  to  be  followed  if  such  artifacts  are 
uncovered. 

In  the  event  of  high  probability  of  discovery  of  cultural  or  historical  artifacts,  the  ERO 
may  require  that  an  archaeologist  be  present  during  site  excavation  and  record  a  daily  log 
of  observations.  The  ERO  may  also  require  cooperation  of  the  project  sponsor  in 
assisting  such  further  investigations  on  site  as  may  be  appropriate  prior  to  or  during 
project  excavation  even  if  this  results  in  a  delay  in  excavation  activities. 
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Should  cultural  or  historic  artifacts  be  found  during  project  excavation,  the  archaeologist 
would  assess  the  significance  of  the  find,  and  immediately  report  to  the  ERO  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board. 

The  ERO  would  then  recommend  specific  mitigation  measures,  if  necessary,  in 
consultation  with  the  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation.  Excavation  or  construction 
which  might  damage  the  discovered  cultural  resources  would  be  suspended  for  a 
maximum  of  four  weeks  to  permit  inspection,  recommendation  and  retrieval,  if 
appropriate.  This  maximum  of  four  weeks  shall  include  any  other  time  periods  for  which 
the  ERO  has  required  a  delay  in  excavation  activities. 

UTILITIES  AND  PUBLIC  SERVICES 


14.  Incorporate  low-flow  faucet  and  toilet  fixtures  into  the  design  of  each  building  to  reduce 
water  consumption. 

B.  MEASURES  IDENTIFIED  IN  THIS  REPORT  TO  ADDRESS 
SIGNIFICANT  IMPACTS 

TRANSPORTATION 


15.  To  address  the  project's  contribution  to  cumulative  traffic  impacts  on  freeways,  freeway 
ramps  and  local  intersections,  the  project  sponsor  could  implement  and  expand  the 
existing  Transportation  Management  Plan  to  include  the  following  features: 

a.  Transit/Shuttles 

•       increase  the  frequency  of  shuttle  service  to  accommodate  additional 

demand  and  expand  shuttle  service  hours;  at  a  minimum  begin  increased 
shuttle  service  on  the  existing  shuttle  route  upon  receipt  of  the  first 
certificate  of  occupancy  for  the  first  building  in  the  project's 
Development  Plan,  in  advance  of  any  demonstrated  demand,  and  begin 
shuttle  service  between  the  project  site  and  a  designated  stop  in 
downtown  (such  as  the  Transbay  Terminal)  for  residents  and  employees 
of  the  site  upon  receipt  of  certificates  of  occupancy  for  the  first  one-half 
of  the  proposed  263  dwelling  units.  The  need  to  continue  or  modify  the 
expanded  services  shall  be  reviewed  with  the  Planning  Department  on  an 
annual,  or  more  frequent,  basis. 
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•  coordinate  shuttle  schedules  with  BART,  Caltrain  and  SamTrans 
schedules 

•  require  tenants  to  provide  subsidized  transit  passes 

•  require  tenants  to  provide  "guaranteed  ride  home"  service  for  those  who 
may  need  to  work  beyond  shuttle  or  transit  service  hours 
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•  provide  on-site  sale  of  transit  passes 

b.  Parking  Pricing  and  Parking  Operations 

•  provide  preferential  parking  for  carpools 

•  monitor  parking  use,  including  carpool  demand,  and  adjust  the  number 
of  designated  carpool  spaces  to  meet  demand 

•  establish  fees  for  non-carpool  parking  to  discourage  use  of  single 
occupant  vehicles.  The  use  of  fees  should  be  balanced  with  the  need  to 
discourage  parking  in  adjacent  neighborhoods  such  as  Little  Hollywood 

c.  Ridesharing 

•  provide  preferential  parking,  and  reduced  parking  rates  or  free  parking 
for  carpools,  as  listed  above  in  15.b 

•  require  tenants  to  provide  "guaranteed  ride  home"  services  for 
carpoolers  who  must  occasionally  work  beyond  the  hour  that  their 
carpool  leaves  in  the  evening 

•  provide  a  rideshare  registry  serving  all  project  site  employees,  with 
address-matching  service  to  assist  in  carpool  formation 

d.  Variable  Work  Hours 

•  encourage  tenants  to  permit  staggered  work  hours,  compressed  work 
weeks  and  flextime  for  employees 


In  general,  a  successful  Transportation  Management  Plan  could  result  in  a  reduction  in  vehicle 
trips  in  the  range  of  6%  to  20%  .*  Effective  TDM  programs  usually  employ  a  wide  variety  of 
TDM  alternatives  and  strategies,  each  mutually  supporting  the  overall  objective  of  vehicle-trip 
reduction. 


16.  To  alleviate  the  poor  operating  conditions  at  the  U.S.  101  on-ramps  at  Harney  and 

Alana/Beatty,  a  new  interchange  could  be  constructed  with  U.S  101  at  this  location  when 
warranted  by  traffic  volumes.  The  project  sponsor  could  be  responsible  for  a  fair  share 
contribution  towards  funding  this  measure  based" on  the  project's  expected  percentage 
usage  of  the  interchange. 
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By  providing  additional  ramp  capacity,  acceleration  and  deceleration  lanes,  and  an 
overcrossing  of  the  freeway,  the  operating  conditions  of  the  ramps  would  improve  and  the 
poor  operating  conditions  on  the  U.S.  101  on-ramps  associated  with  the  2015  Cumulative 
traffic  volumes  would  be  reduced.  By  improving  ramp  operations,  the  operating  conditions  at 
the  nearby  intersections  would  also  be  improved.  Additional  studies  would  be  necessary  to 
identify  the  design  and  effectiveness  of  a  new  interchange.  At  this  time,  preliminary  plans  for 
the  interchange  have  been  proposed  by  the  City  of  Brisbane,  which  would  include  a  full  set  of 
on-  and  off-ramps,  would  extend  Geneva  Avenue  to  the  interchange,  and  would  provide  for  a 
potential  transit  (light  rail)  extension  from  Third  Street  to  Candlestick  Point.  This  schematic 
has  not  yet  been  formally  reviewed  by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  or  Caltrans. 
Depending  on  the  design  and  configuration  of  the  new  interchange,  it  may  eliminate  some  of 
the  surrounding  intersections,  such  as  Alana/Beatty,  Alana/Executive  Park  West, 
Harney /Alana/Thomas  Mellon  and  Harney /Executive  Park  West  (with  the  Original  and 
Revised  Executive  Park  West  Extension  configurations).  Further  details  on  this  new 
interchange,  in  terms  of  configuration,  lane  requirements,  amount  of  land  acquisition  and 
financing,  were  not  available  at  the  time  of  publication  of  this  SEIR. 

If  an  interchange  is  designed  and  approved  at  this  location,  the  proposed  mitigation  measure 
could  be  applicable  to  all  potential  new  development  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project, 
such  as  the  proposed  49ers  stadium  and  mall  and  the  Brisbane  Baylands  development. 
Additional  discussions  between  Caltrans,  the  City  of  Brisbane,  San  Francisco,  and  other 
decisionmakers  would  be  required  to  determine  the  appropriate  formula  and  assumptions  for 
determining  each  project's  projected  use  of  the  interchange  and  its  contribution  to  construction 
costs.  Additional  studies  would  be  needed  to  identify  the  cost  and  design  of  a  new 
interchange. 

17.  Supply  additional  parking  within  the  existing  and  proposed  Executive  Park  parking 
facilities  by  providing  valet-attended  parking  for  employees  and/or  visitors. 
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Alternatively,  an  off-site  parking  facility  in  the  project  vicinity  could  be  provided,  with 
shuttle  service  to  Executive  Park. 

This  measure,  to  reduce  the  significant  impact  of  spill-over  parking  in  Little  Hollywood, 
would  not  be  applicable  if  the  Increased  Parking  Variant,  described  in  Section  III,  Project 
Description,  on  p.  10,  were  approved. 

In  general,  valet  operations  are  able  to  park  10  to  25  percent  more  vehicles  in  a  given  space 
(depending  on  the  configuration)  as  compared  to  self-parking.2  The  amount  of  additional 
parking  that  could  be  provided  at  Executive  Park  by  the  implementation  of  valet  service  would 
depend  upon  the  extent  of  the  service  (i.e.,  the  entire  site  or  only  portions,  such  as  within  the 
proposed  garages).  However,  the  maximum  amount  of  additional  parking  on  the  entire 
Executive  Park  site  (excluding  the  residential  neighborhood)  as  a  result  of  valet  service  would 
be  about  810  spaces,  which  would  not  be  sufficient  to  eliminate  the  1,870-space  shortfall. 

Due  to  the  auto-oriented  location  of  Executive  Park  and  the  constraints  on  increasing  transit 
service  to  the  site,  it  is  not  anticipated  that  a  parking  shortfall  of  1,870  spaces  could  be 
eliminated  by  any  one  measure  alone.  To  eliminate  the  1,870  parking  space  shortfall,  there 
would  need  to  be  a  reduction  in  the  office  journey-to- work  auto  trips  of  2,410  person-trips,  a 
reduction  of  about  50  percent.  For  example,  in  order  to  eliminate  the  shortfall  by  increasing 
ridesharing,  the  average  vehicle  occupancy  (AVO)  for  employee  work  trips  would  need  to 
increase  from  1.29  to  2.63  persons  per  vehicle.  This  average  vehicle  occupancy  would  be 
extremely  difficult  to  achieve  given  the  isolated  location  of  Executive  Park.  Instead  a 
combination  of  measures,  including  providing  alternative  parking  facilities,  would  be  needed 
to  reduce  the  parking  shortfall. 

Spillover  parking  in  Little  Hollywood  also  could  be  reduced  by  implementing  strategies  to 
reduce  the  long-term  demand  associated  with  employee  trips.  Measures  to  reduce  the  number 
of  employee  vehicle-trips  to  the  site  include  travel  demand  management  measures  such  as 
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telecommuting,  increasing  use  of  transit  and  alternative  modes  such  as  bicycles  and  shuttles, 
and  increasing  ridesharing,  as  described  in  Measure  15,  above,  to  reduce  traffic  impacts. 

The  following  represents  an  example  of  how  application  of  the  various  measures  would  affect 
the  parking  demand  and  shortfall. 

Implementing  measures  that  would  double  the  transit  usage  by  office  employees  from  7 
percent  to  14  percent  of  journey-to-work  trips,  would  reduce  the  parking  shortfall  by  260 
vehicles.  This  measure  would  increase  the  PM  peak  hour  transit/shuttle  trips  by  170  one-way 
trips.  The  170  trips  represent  about  eight  shuttle  vehicle  trips  (assuming  occupancy  of  about 
20  persons  per  shuttle),  in  addition  to  the  five  trips  that  would  be  required  under  Baseline  plus 
Project  conditions  for  a  total  of  13  shuttle  trips  during  the  PM  peak  hour  (a  headway  of  every 
five  minutes). 

If,  in  addition  to  the  increased  transit  service,  the  number  of  employees  per  vehicle  were  to  be 
increased,  the  shortfall  would  be  decreased  further.  (In  order  to  accomplish  the  increase  in 
AVO,  an  aggressive  Travel  Demand  Management  program  would  need  to  be  implemented.)  If 
the  number  of  persons  per  vehicle  for  employees  taking  auto  mode  to  work  (either  passenger 
or  driver)  were  increased  from  1.29  to  1.66  persons  per  vehicle  (San  Francisco  Planning 
Commission  Motion  No.  10461  specified  an  AVO  of  1.66  persons  per  vehicle  as  on  overall 
commute  occupancy  rate  for  all  Executive  Park  employees),  the  shortfall  would  be  reduced  by 
970  vehicles. 

Therefore,  even  with  the  combination  of  an  increase  in  transit  usage  and  an  increase  in  AVO, 
the  parking  shortfall  of  1,870  vehicles  would  be  reduced  by  1,230  (260  +  970)  vehicles,  and 
there  would  be  a  remaining  shortfall  of  640  vehicles.  In  order  not  to  impact  the  Little 
Hollywood  neighborhood,  these  vehicles  would  need  to  be  accommodated  by  providing  valet 
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parking  or  additional  parking  at  an  off-site  location  (e.g.,  at  the  3Com  Park  stadium  parking 
lot)  and  shuttled  to  Executive  Park. 

18.  The  mass  transit  system  plan  and  the  incremental  improvement  plan  for  the  Peninsula 
Corridor  to  be  developed  under  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  No.  74  [enacted  on  June  4, 
1984]  could  be  implemented  to  mitigate  future  freeway  congestion. 

19.  SamTrans  could  provide  transit  service  to  bus  pads  at  the  Alana  Way  and  Harney  Way 
interchanges  that  could  be  installed  by  Caltrans. 

20.  The  San  Mateo  County  Transit  District  (SamTrans)  could  amend  the  County  Transit  plan 
to  recommend  SamTrans  bus  connections  to  the  proposed  project. 

AIR  QUALITY 

21.  Spray  unpaved  construction  areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of 
soil,  sand,  and  other  material;  cover  trucks  hauling  debris,  soil,  sand  or  other  such 
material;  and  sweep  surrounding  streets  during  excavation  and  construction  at  least  once 
per  day  to  reduce  particulate  emissions,  all  as  called  for  in  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines 
to  address  construction  air  quality  effects. 

C.  MEASURES  TO  ADDRESS  NON-SIGNIFICANT  IMPACTS 

Measures  Identified  in  This  Report 

Transportation 

The  following  measures  would  reduce  transportation  impacts  identified  as  non-significant 
environmental  effects  in  Chapter  IV,  above.  They  would  help  to  improve  traffic  conditions  on 
event  days  at  3Com  Park  and  during  construction. 

22.  Traffic  Education  Program 
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To  alleviate  access  issues  for  the  employees,  residents,  and  visitors  of  Executive  Park,  the 
sponsor  shall  develop  an  event  day  traffic  information  program  to  include  the  following 
elements:3 

•  providing  information  annually  by  mail  to  each  resident; 

•  posting  at  each  building  any  information  supplied  by  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  or  the  event  sponsor,  when  and  as  supplied,  to  provide  information  to 
residents  regarding  what  events  are  occurring  and  how  it  will  affect  traffic  patterns. 

23.  Coordination  of  Construction  Activities 

Ensure  that  project  construction  activities  are  coordinated  with  other  construction 
activities  occurring  within  the  project  vicinity. 

Measures  Proposed  in  Previous  Environmental  Review  Documents 

The  following  measures  were  listed  as  mitigation  measures  in  the  1985  SEIR  and  the  1976 
FEIR,  and  were  adopted  as  conditions  of  approval  in  the  project's  Conditional  Use 
authorizations. 


Urban  Design  and  Visual  Quality 

24.  Step  new  structures  back  into  the  hillside  to  reduce  their  bulk,  reduce  the  visual  scale  and 
massing  of  the  project,  and  maximize  views  of  the  upper  slopes  of  Bayview  Hill. 

25.  Provide  landscaping,  erosion  control  and  hydroseeding  measures  to  repair  the  damaged 
slopes  of  Bayview  Hill  on  the  project  site  and  help  return  the  Hill  to  a  more  natural 
condition. 


26.  Landscape  streets  and  the  embankment  of  US  101  on  the  project  site. 

27.  Continue  to  design  structures  in  the  western  part  of  the  site,  near  US  101,  to  be  lower  in 
height  than  structures  on  other  portions  of  the  site  to  preserve  view  corridors  to  Bayview 
Hill  and  the  Bay  and  to  provide  a  transition  in  scale  from  the  Little  Hollywood  area  to  the 
shoreline. 


1999.442E  En>  102i5.oo 


139 


EXECUTIVE  PARK  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN  SEIR  DECEMBER  2  1999 


VI.  Mitigation  Measures  Proposed  to  Minimize 
Potential  Adverse  Impacts  of  the  Project 


28.  Select  outdoor  materials  for  their  ability  to  withstand  airborne  salt  and  chemicals  to 
reduce  the  effects  of  the  marine  environment  in  corroding  the  exteriors  of  buildings. 

29.  Design  buildings  to  control  water  runoff  over  their  surfaces,  particularly  where  corrosive 
contaminants  caused  by  salt  water  in  the  air  could  collect. 

Wind 


30.  Provide  landscaped  windbreaks  with  berms,  trees,  and  other  vegetation  along  pathways, 
plazas,  and  waiting  areas. 

3 1 .  Locate  building  entrances  on  the  leeward  sides  of  buildings  and  install  double  or  revolving 
doors  to  minimize  wind  penetration.  Design  buildings  so  that  the  main  entrances  and 
pedestrian  spines  are  oriented  to  provide  maximum  sunlight  for  pedestrian  comfort  under 
wind  conditions. 

Noise 


32.  Screen  or  enclose  stationary  noise  sources  (rooftop  or  exterior  air  conditioning  units,  fans, 
etc.)  within  the  project  to  minimize  effects  on  nearby  project  area  sidewalks  and  the 
Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation  Area. 

33.  Screen  open  space  areas  on  the  developed  portion  of  the  site  (plazas  and  terraces)  from 
traffic-related  noise  by  dense  building  materials,  berms,  or  other  physical  or  landscape 
features  capable  of  deflecting  or  absorbing  sound. 


Energy 


34.  Incorporate  the  following  general  measures  into  the  final  design  of  each  proposed 
structure: 

•  Locate  all  hot  water  heaters  as  close  as  possible  to  the  point(s)  of  use  and  insulate  all 
hot  water  pipes. 

•  Use  primarily  energy-efficient  interior  and  exterior  lighting,  such  as  fluorescent 
fixtures,  in  office  buildings. 
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•  Install  multiple  trash  bins  in  place  of  single  units  to  encourage  source  separation  of 
recyclable  material. 

•  Use  photocell-activated  switches  to  activate  all  exterior  lighting  and  all  parking  area 
lighting. 

Geology,  Seismicitv  and  Hydrology 

35.  Remove  loosely  embedded  boulders  from  the  face  of  the  final  excavated  slope  to  reduce 
the  potential  for  damage  from  loosely  embedded  boulders. 

This  measure  would  reduce  the  effects  of  potential  differential  weathering,  which  could  cause 
potentially  unstable  boulders  to  roll  downslope  as  a  result  of  undercutting  or  earthquake 
groundshaking. 

36.  Replace  existing  fill  and  any  soft,  weak  or  expansive  materials  encountered  within  the 
building  sites  with  properly  compacted  fill. 

37.  In  areas  to  be  filled,  clear  the  surface  of  trash,  organic  material  and  debris,  then  strip  the 
upper  two  to  three  inches  of  soil  to  remove  grass  and  other  vegetation  and  stockpile  this 
material  for  landscaping  uses  later. 

38.  If  seepage  is  encountered  in  fill  areas,  install  subdrains  to  aid  in  draining  the  areas  to 
reduce  long-term  maintenance  problems,  as  was  done  for  OB  3. 

39.  Install  horizontal  drain  pipes  (hydraugers)  or  gravel  subsurface  drains  to  divert 
groundwater  from  the  surface  of  weak,  sheared  rocks,  as  required  to  reduce  potential 
slope  instability  caused  by  seepage 

40.  Clean  up  immediately  any  future  slumps  or  slides  during  project  development  to  prevent 
debris  from  blocking  surface  drainage  and  directing  runoff  off  benches  towards  the  slope, 
resulting  in  erosion. 

41.  Plant  cut  slopes  as  soon  as  possible  after  excavation  to  reduce  surface  erosion  and 
improve  stability.  Use  predominantly  native  California  plants,  requiring  a  minimal 
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amount  of  water,  to  reduce  the  potential  for  erosion  and  saturation  of  the  hillside  slopes.4 
Perform  hillside  planting  and  hydroseeding  of  slopes  soon  after  excavation  and  prior  to 
the  November-April  rainy  season. 

42.  Slope  all  benches  (or  the  toe  of  each  slope)  to  drain  away  from  the  slope  face  and  provide 
concrete,  asphalt-  or  gunite-lined  V-ditches  along  uphill  side  of  the  benches  to  collect  and 
divert  surface  water  away  from  the  slopes,  to  reduce  erosion.  Direct  runoff  from 
individual  benches  into  culverts  that  discharge  into  storm  drains  or  suitable  discharge 
points.  Use  landscaping  to  prevent  views  of  the  ditches. 

43.  Use  a  gradual  cut  in  the  final  design  of  the  hillside  grading  scheme.  Excavate  the  hillside 
to  no  steeper  than  1.5:1  slope  (horizontal: vertical),  with  benches  about  30-40  ft.  apart 
vertically  to  improve  overall  stability,  permit  equipment  access  for  maintenance,  and 
facilitate  landscaping.  The  average  slope  of  the  project  would  be  2.25: 1  as  compared  to 
the  average  of  2:1  specified  in  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  7547. 

44.  Remove  most  of  the  small  slumps;  remove  all  debris  from  existing  slides  and  slumps;  and 
redirect  surface  draining  and  seepages  around  the  slides. 

45.  Maintain  a  buffer  zone  between  the  toes  of  the  steeper  slopes  and  building  sites  to  increase 
slope  stability  and  protect  buildings  from  possible  damage  by  slides.  In  other  areas, 
develop  retaining  walls  to  protect  buildings  from  possible  damage  by  slide. 

46.  Reach  an  agreement  between  the  City  and  project  sponsor  and  project  engineers  for 
periodic  maintenance  inspection  of  mutual  boundaries,  installation  of  an  interceptor 
drainage  system  adjacent  to  Bayview  Park,  and  continuous  maintenance  of  the  upper 
slopes  of  the  project  adjoining  the  park.  Establish  the  cost  to  the  City  as  part  of  this 
negotiation. 

47.  Conduct  detailed  foundation  investigations  and  engineering  analysis  for  each  site  to  insure 
use  of  proper  techniques  to  minimize  the  adverse  effects  of  consolidation  of  foundation 
material  such  as  uneven  settling  of  buildings,  and  to  provide  resistance  to  seismic  stress. 

Ecology 


48.  Develop  a  landscaping  plan  for  the  site,  to  include  but  not  be  limited  to:  complete 
coverage  of  visible,  stepped  hillside  with  trees,  shrubs  and  ground  cover;  adequate 
landscaping  to  screen  surface  parking  areas  from  vantage  points  both  inside  and  outside 
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the  project  area;  a  regular  schedule  for  maintaining  all  landscaped  areas;  and  legally 
binding  bond  or  other  security  guarantee  to  cover  the  cost  for  maintenance  of  landscaping. 


49.  Develop  a  landscaping  program  to  be  approved  by  Planning  Department  staff  as  part  of 
the  review  of  each  building  permit  application.  Where  appropriate,  landscape  developed 
and  undeveloped  portions  of  the  site  with  native  plants  to  ensure  increased  potential  for 
plant  survival  to  maximize  the  habitat  value  of  this  vegetation  for  native  wildlife,  and  to 
discourage  expansion  of  populations  of  urban-adapted  wildlife  pests.  Install  botanical 
markers  along  the  hillside  trails  to  identify  native  plant  species. 

50.  Locate  group  plantings  of  shrubs  and  trees  at  intervals  on  the  upper  slopes,  generally 
above  the  120-ft.  contour,  to  provide  shelter  for  birds  and  small  terrestrial  wildlife.  Use 
predominantly  native  species  to  reduce  the  need  for  fertilizer,  pesticides,  and  excessive 
watering,  all  of  which  could  affect  marine  life  exposed  to  site  runoff. 

51.  On  portions  of  the  site  generally  above  the  120  ft.  elevation,  to  the  extent  consistent  with 
the  erosion  and  drainage  control  plan  for  the  hillside,  develop  landscaping  and  grading  so 
as  to  encourage  surface  ponding  accessible  to  terrestrial  wildlife;  this  would  replace  any 
existing  surface  ponds  that  may  be  eliminated  by  project  development. 

52.  To  reduce  the  effects  of  poor  soil  fertility,  difficult  topography  and  poor  irrigation  on 
hillside  planting,  include  the  following  measures  in  the  project. 

•  Compensate  for  poor  soil  fertility  by  planting  species  (primarily  native  California) 
that  would  adapt  to  project  area  soil  conditions,  providing  an  adequately-sized 
planting  pit,  properly  enriching  existing  soil,  and  applying  fertilizers  on  a  regular 
basis. 

•  Plant  the  existing  slopes  exposed  from  former  excavation  activities,  particularly  those 
over  1:1  or  greater,  with  cascading  shrubs  along  the  outside  of  the  benches. 

53.  Consider  the  feasibility  and  compatibility  of  installing  an  overhead  irrigation  system, 
which  would  apply  fertilizer  and  water  to  the  hillside  on  a  regular  basis.  If  installed, 
operate  the  irrigation  system  to  minimize  erosion. 

54.  Plant  all  future  phases  in  and  around  all  structures,  parking  lots,  entrances  and  roads,  and 
cut  and  fill  slopes  with  trees,  shrubs,  vines,  groiindcovers  and  grasses  and  water  with 
irrigation  systems. 
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55.  Add  plantings  of  trees  and  shrubs  adjacent  to  existing  highway  plantings  on  the  western 
boundary  of  the  site. 


56.  Select  plants  for  steep-sloped  areas  for  drought-resistance  to  minimize  demand  for 
irrigation.  Develop  design  and  maintenance  plans  to  insure,  as  much  as  possible,  the 
survival  of  plants  on  the  project  site. 


Hazards 


57.  Develop  an  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  by  project  sponsor  or  building 

management  staff,  in  consultation  with  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Emergency  Services  (OES), 
to  insure  coordination  between  the  City's  emergency  planning  activities  and  the  project's 
plan  and  to  provide  for  building  occupants  in  the  event  of  an  emergency.  Provide  the 
proposed  emergency  response  plan  of  the  project  to  the  OES  for  review. 

Public  Services 


58.  Provide  internal  security  measures,  such  as  security  guards,  well-lighted  entries,  alarm 
systems,  and  emergency  communication  systems,  emergency  power  and  water  supply  for 
office  uses,  to  minimize  the  need  for  police  and  fire  services  and  to  reduce  hazards  to 
building  occupants  during  an  earthquake  or  fire. 


NOTES  -  Mitigation  Measures  Proposed  to  Minimize  Potential  Adverse  Impacts  of  the  Project 

1 .  University  of  California  at  Davis,  Transportation  Systems  Management  Plan,  December  1991. 

2.  R.A. Weant  and  H.S.  Levinson,  Parking,  Eno  Foundation  for  Transportation,  1990. 

3.  John  M.  Sanger,  Esq.,  attorney  for  Universal  Paragon,  letter  to  EIP  Associates,  June  18,  1999. 

4.  See  1985  SEIR  Appendix  G,  Ecology,  p.  A-37  for  a  list  of  plants  that  would  adapt  well  to  the  hillside. 
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A.   SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  THAT  CANNOT  BE 
AVOIDED  IF  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT  IS  IMPLEMENTED 

In  accordance  with  Section  21 100  (b)(2)(A)  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
(CEQA),  and  Section  15126(b)  of  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines,  the  purpose  of  this  chapter  is  to 
identify  significant  impacts  that  could  not  be  eliminated  or  reduced  to  an  insignificant  level  by 
implementing  mitigation  measures  included  as  part  of  the  project  or  by  other  mitigation 
measures  that  could  be  implemented,  identified  in  Chapter  VI,  Mitigation  Measures,  p.  127. 

The  project  would  cause  significant  project-related  traffic  impacts  on  southbound  U.S.  101 
north  of  1-380,  would  contribute  to  significant  cumulative  traffic  impacts  in  2015  at  nearby 
freeway  ramps  and  local  intersections,  and  would  contribute  to  significant  regional  and 
cumulative  emissions  of  criteria  air  pollutants. 


B.  SIGNIFICANT  IRREVERSIBLE  ENVIRONMENTAL  CHANGES 
WHICH  WOULD  BE  INVOLVED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 
SHOULD  IT  BE  IMPLEMENTED 

Because  the  proposed  project  includes  amendments  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  Public 
Resources  Code  sections  21100(b)(2)(B)  and  21100.1(a),  and  State  CEQA  Guidelines  Sections 
15126(e)  and  15127  require  that  this  Draft  SEIR  identify  significant  irreversible  environmental 
effects  or  changes  that  could  occur  if  the  proposed  project  were  implemented.  These  changes 
would  occur  in  the  area  of  transportation,  and  regional  and  cumulative  air  quality,  as  discussed 
above. 
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The  project  would  intensify  development  at  the  site  consistent  with  development  in  San 
Francisco's  urban  environment.  Although  not  irreversible,  the  effects  of  this  development 
would  be  difficult  to  change  in  the  short-run.  The  project  would  commit  future  generations  to 
the  same  land  uses  for  at  least  the  life  of  the  project.  Implementing  the  project  would  result  in 
an  irreversible  commitment  of  energy  resources,  primarily  in  the  form  of  fossil  fuels, 
including  fuel  oil,  natural  gas,  and  gasoline  or  diesel  fuel  for  construction  equipment  and 
automobiles,  and  during  excavation,  construction  and  ongoing  use  of  the  site.  Because  the 
project  would  comply  with  California  Code  of  Regulations  Title  24,  it  would  not  use  energy  in 
a  wasteful  manner  (see  the  discussion  of  Energy  in  Chapter  V,  p.  124).  The  consumption  of 
other  non-renewable  or  slowly  renewable  resources  would  also  result  during  construction, 
occupancy,  and  use  of  the  site.  These  resources  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  lumber, 
concrete,  sand  and  gravel,  asphalt,  masonry,  metals,  and  water.  The  project  would  also 
irreversibly  use  water  and  solid  waste  landfill  resources. 

However,  the  project  would  not  involve  a  large  commitment  of  those  resources  relative  to 
supply,  nor  would  it  consume  any  of  those  resources  wastefully. 
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This  chapter  identifies  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  and  discusses  environmental 
impacts  associated  with  these  alternatives.  The  project  decision-makers  must  approve  an 
alternative  instead  of  the  proposed  project,  if  that  alternative  would  reduce  or  eliminate 
significant  impacts  of  the  project  and  is  determined  feasible.  The  determination  of  feasibility 
will  be  made  by  project  decision-makers  on  the  basis  of  substantial  evidence  in  the  record 
which  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  information  presented  in  this  SEIR  and  in  comments 
received  on  the  Draft  SEIR. 

The  following  alternatives  are  evaluated  in  this  chapter:  No  Project  Alternative,  and  Reduced 
Development  Alternative.  No  alternative  sites  have  been  identified  that  would  meet  the  project 
sponsor's  objectives,  including  buildout  of  the  previously  approved  commercial  space  and 
extension  of  the  termination  date  and  modification  of  the  Conditional  Use  authorization,  and 
that  would  eliminate  the  project's  contribution  to  cumulative  significant  effects. 

The  project  includes  one  variant  (see  Chapter  III,  Project  Description,  p.  10).  The  Increased 
Parking  Variant  would  accommodate  projected  parking  demand  from  commercial 
development.  The  Increased  Parking  Variant  would  reduce  or  eliminate  the  significant 
neighborhood  impact  caused  by  the  parking  shortfall  that  would  occur  with  full  buildout  of  the 
project  (including  Phase  1  and  Phase  2).  The  parking  shortfall  would  result  in  illegal  parking 
on-site  and/or  substantial  numbers  of  drivers  seeking  on-street  parking  in  the  Little  Hollywood 
neighborhood,  affecting  neighborhood  character. 
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ALTERNATIVE  A:  NO  PROJECT  ALTERNATIVE 
DESCRIPTION 

The  No  Project  Alternative  would  entail  no  new  construction  at  the  site.  The  proposed  project 
would  not  be  built.  The  1985  Conditional  Use  authorization  would  not  be  extended  or 
modified  in  any  way.  The  existing  office  buildings  would  remain,  and  this  alternative  would 
allow  the  project  sponsor  to  complete  ongoing  construction  of  287  residential  units  under  the 
existing  conditions  of  approval.  As  required  under  the  plan  approved  in  1985,  Executive  Park 
Boulevard  West  would  be  extended  south  of  Alana  Way  to  Harney  Way,  and  a  pedestrian  trail 
would  be  constructed  from  Executive  Park  Boulevard  North  up  the  hillside;  the  trails  would 
connect  to  Bayview  Hill  Park  if  authorized  by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department.  The 
current  conditions  of  approval  would  remain  in  effect,  and  the  South  Bayshore  Area  Plan 
would  not  be  amended. 

IMPACTS 

If  the  No  Project  Alternative  were  implemented,  none  of  the  impacts  associated  with  the 
project  would  occur.  The  environmental  characteristics  of  this  alternative  would  be  generally 
as  described  in  the  environmental  setting  sections  of  Chapter  IV.  Land  use,  site  views,  and 
shadow  and  wind  conditions  would  not  change.  Future  transportation,  air  quality,  and  noise 
conditions  described  as  base  conditions  with  cumulative  development  would  occur  (see 
Chapter  IV),  but  without  the  project.  Therefore,  this  alternative  would  not  contribute  to 
significant  cumulative  transportation  or  air  quality  impacts. 

No  extension  of  the  termination  date  and  modification  of  the  Conditional  Use  Approval  would 
be  required  to  implement  this  alternative.  Construction  of  the  hillside  pedestrian  trail  required 
under  the  Conditional  Use  authorization  could  result  in  environmental  impacts  unforeseen  in 
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the  1985  FSEIR  in  that  such  a  trail  would  attract  people  and  their  pets  to  a  City-designated 
significant  natural  resource  area  in  Bayview  Hill  Park,  potentially  damaging  special  status 
plants  and  their  habitat.  This  alternative  could  be  implemented  without  the  required 
amendments  to  the  South  Bayshore  Area  Plan  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan.  The  C-2 
use  district  designation  would  permit  additional  commercial  or  residential  development  in  the 
future;  a  Conditional  Use  authorization  would  likely  be  required. 

Under  the  No  Project  Alternative,  there  would  be  a  reduction  of  about  390  inbound  and  1,650 
outbound  vehicle-trips  during  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour,  compared  to  the  proposed  project. 
This  would  result  in  a  decrease  in  the  traffic  volumes  at  the  study  freeway  ramp  and  mainline 
locations  and  the  study  intersections.  In  particular,  there  would  be  a  substantial  reduction  in 
traffic  volumes  along  the  internal  Executive  Park  roadways,  such  as  Executive  Park  West  and 
Thomas  Mellon  Drive.  The  high  level  of  background  traffic  generated  by  cumulative 
development  in  San  Francisco  and  the  region  and  near  the  project  site  would  continue  to  result 
in  generally  poor  operating  conditions  in  the  vicinity  of  Executive  Park,  but  the  No  Project 
Alternative  would  not  contribute  to  future  traffic  congestion.  With  all  three  roadway 
configurations,  the  operating  conditions  at  all  analysis  locations  would  be  similar  to,  or  better 
than,  those  described  above  in  Section  IV. B,  Transportation  Impacts. 


ALTERNATIVE  B:  REDUCED  DEVELOPMENT  ALTERNATIVE 
DESCRIPTION 

The  Reduced  Development  Alternative  would  include  all  elements  of  Phase  1  of  the  proposed 
project  and  none  of  the  elements  of  Phase  2.  Table  14  provides  a  summary  of  floor  area  by 
use  for  this  alternative  compared  to  the  proposed  project.  The  alternative  would  include  about 
540,000  gsf  of  office  space,  62,500  gsf  of  retail  and  restaurant  space  in  two  buildings  (OB4 
and  OB5),  a  parking  structure  for  about  1,550  cars,  and  about  263  residential  units  with  488 
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TABLE  14 

COMPARISON  OF  PROJECT  AND  REDUCED  DEVELOPMENT  ALTERNATIVE 


Type  of  Use 


Office  Space 
Retail  Space 
Restaurant  Space 
Childcare  Space 
Health  Club 
Residential 
Hotel 

Commercial  Parking 
Residential  Parking 

Total  Office/Retail  Space 

Notes: 

gsf  -  gross  square  feet 


Project 


1,324,000  gsf 
42,500  gsf 
15,000  gsf 
10,000  gsf 
25,000  gsf 
263  units 
350  rooms 
2,088  spaces 
488  spaces 

1,416,500  gsf 


Reduced 
Development 
Alternative 

~"    540,000  gsf 

17,500  gsf 

10,000  gsf 

10,000  gsf 

25,000  gsf 

263  units 

N/A 

1,550  spaces 

488  spaces 

602,500  gsf 


Source:  EIP  Associates,  1999. 


parking  spaces.  OB4  is  proposed  to  include  315,000  gsf  of  office  space,  a  10,000-gsf  day  care 
center,  a  25, 000-gsf  health  club,  a  10,000-gsf  restaurant,  and  5,000  gsf  of  retail  space.  OB5 
would  include  225,000  gsf  of  office  space  and  about  12,500  gsf  of  retail  space.  OB4  and  OB5 
would  be  built  in  the  northwest  corner  of  the  project  area,  with  a  north-south  access  road, 
Crescent  Place,  between  OB4  and  OB5  leading  to  the  parking  structure  in  the  rear.  Crescent 
Way,  an  east- west  access  road  north  of  and  paralleling  Executive  Park  Boulevard  North, 
would  also  be  constructed  in  this  phase.  The  residential  units  would  be  located  in  the 
northeast  portion  of  the  site,  up  against  the  hillside.  This  alternative  would  not  include  a 
hotel.  The  dimensions  and  locations  of  the  buildings  in  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to 
those  envisioned  by  Phase  1  of  the  project.  This  alternative  would  include  extending 
Executive  Park  Boulevard  West  south  of  Alana  Way.  Unlike  the  plan  approved  in  1985,  this 
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alternative  would  not  include  constructing  a  pedestrian  trail  from  the  project  site  to  Bayview 
Hill  Park. 

IMPACTS 

With  this  alternative,  the  objective  to  provide  hotel/meeting  support  facilities  would  not  be 
fulfilled  by  the  development. 

The  Reduced  Development  Alternative  would  reduce  the  intensity  of  land  use  at  the  site 
compared  to  the  project  and  would  change  the  character  of  existing  development.  The 
alternative  would  change  the  visual  appearance  of  the  site,  but,  as  with  the  project,  would  not 
have  a  substantial  negative  effect  on  visual  quality  or  substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  views 
from  public  areas.  The  less-than-significant  impacts  on  Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation 
Area  from  shading  associated  with  the  hotel  would  not  occur. 

The  Reduced  Development  Alternative  would  reduce  transportation  impacts  compared  to  the 
proposed  project.  Under  Baseline  plus  Alternative  B  conditions,  intersections  would  operate  at 
LOS  C  or  better;  the  proposed  project  intersections  would  operate  at  LOS  D  or  better.  These 
results  assume  that  the  Harney /Alana/Thomas  Mellon  intersection  would  be  signalized  by  the 
Project  Sponsor  as  required  in  the  1985  Conditions  of  Approval,  in  order  to  avoid  LOS  F 
conditions,  as  with  the  project.  Under  2015  conditions,  most  intersections  in  the  traffic  study 
area  would  operate  at  LOS  F  due  to  cumulative  growth  in  the  surrounding  area  and  resulting 
queues  at  approaches  to  freeway  ramps,  as  with  the  proposed  project.  This  alternative  would 
contribute  about  1000  vehicle  trips  to  nearby  intersections  and  freeway  ramps,  about  one-half 
of  the  traffic  contributed  by  the  proposed  project.  The  Alternative's  contribution  would  be 
about  13%  to  19%  of  the  cumulative  growth  at  those  intersections  projected  to  operate  at  LOS 
F  in  2015.  Therefore,  while  this  alternative  would  contribute  substantially  less  traffic  than  the 
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proposed  project,  it  would  still  have  a  considerable  contribution  to  significant  cumulative 
traffic  impacts. 

The  Reduced  Development  Alternative  would  continue  to  exceed  BAAQMD  thresholds  for 
ROG  and  NOx,  although  the  exceedence  would  be  substantially  smaller  than  with  the  proposed 
project.  The  alternative  would  not  exceed  the  80-pounds-per-day  threshold  for  PM10  due  to 
reduced  traffic  volumes.  As  with  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  eliminate  the 
pedestrian  trail  originally  included  in  the  project  as  approved  in  1985,  thus  eliminating 
potential  less-than-significant  impacts  on  native  species  habitat,  as  discussed  in  Chapter  V 
under  "Biology." 

The  Reduced  Development  Alternative  would  require  Planning  Commission  approval  to 
extend  and  modify  the  Conditional  Use  Authorization  beyond  the  end  of  1999.  Similar  to  the 
proposed  project,  implementation  of  this  alternative  would  require  amendments  to  the  South 
Bayshore  Area  Plan  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  issuance  of  site  and  building  permits 
from  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection,  and  approval  of  subdivision  maps  and  street 
design  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works. 

CEQA  Sections  21002  and  21081  require  lead  agencies  to  adopt  feasible  mitigation  measures 
or  feasible  environmentally  superior  alternatives  in  order  to  substantially  lessen  or  avoid 
otherwise  significant  adverse  environmental  effects  of  proposed  projects.  A  project  may  be 
approved  in  spite  of  its  significant  effects  if  specific  social,  economic,  or  other  conditions 
make  such  mitigation  measures  or  alternatives  infeasible.  When  the  environmentally  superior 
alternative  is  the  No  Project  Alternative,  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15126.6(e)(2)  requires  the 
EIR  to  identify  an  environmentally  superior  alternative  among  the  other  alternatives.  The 
California  Courts  of  Appeal  have  upheld  the  requirement  to  examine  an  environmentally 
superior  alternative  when  the  adoption  of  all  feasible  "mitigation  measures  would  leave  an 
unmitigated  significant  impact  of  the  project.1 
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This  EIR  evaluates  a  No  Project  Alternative  and  a  Reduced  Development  (Phase  1) 
Alternative.  The  Reduced  Development  Alternative  would  result  in  the  same  cumulative 
significant  unavoidable  adverse  impacts  identified  for  the  project  (traffic  and  vehicular  air 
pollution  emissions  impacts).  This  alternative  would  reduce  the  level  of  these  identified 
impacts  (because  of  reduced  intensity  of  development)  but  not  to  a  level  of  insignificance. 

The  Reduced  Development  Alternative  is  identified  as  the  environmentally  superior 
alternative.  While  it  would  not  avoid  the  unavoidable  significant  impacts  associated  with  the 
project,  it  would  reduce  most  of  them. 


NOTES  -  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Project 

1 .    Citizens  for  Quality  Growth  v.  City  of  Mount  Shasta  (3d  Dist.  1988),  198  Cal.App.3d  433  [243  Cal.Rptr. 
727]. 
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Gaylon  Logan,  Executive  Director 

Infusion  One 

30  Navy  Road 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 


Ms.  Sandra  Swanson 
1374A  Revere  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Ms.  Rochelle  Frazier 

282  Topeka  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Ms.  Dorris  M.  Vincent 

1661  Palou  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Mr.  Alvin  Jones 

20  Espanola  Street,  Apt.  1 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Ms.  Ena  Aguirre 
1414  Newcomb  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 


Toni  Hines 

1270  Revere  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Ms.  Lisa  Bauer 

942  South  Van  Ness  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110-2614 

Ms.  Michelle  Henry-Ellis 

1556  Thomas  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Ms.  Yvonne  M.  Dillon 

2929  Griffith  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Ms.  Jessie  Williams 
1857  Newhall  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 
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Ms.  Linda  Richardson 

198  Jerrold  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Anna  Waden  Library 

5075  3rd  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 


S.E.  Community  Facility  Commission 
1800  Oakdale  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 


UJAMAA  Westbrook  Resident  Mgt.  Corp 

One  Harbor  Road 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 


Don  Bertone 
President 

Little  Hollywood  Association 
338  Lathrop  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Bill  Brown 

Calif.  Dept.  of  Substance  Control 
700  Heinz  Bldg.  F.  Ste.  200 
Berkeley,  CA  94710 

Zuheir  Erakat 

Super  Save  Market 

4517  Third  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 


Marvin  Gordon 
Owner 

GT  EXPRESS 

6295  Third  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Espanola  Jackson 

Bayview  Coordinating  Council 

3231  Ingalls  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 


McKinnon  Avenue  Community  Club 
1514  McKinnon  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Mohammed  Nuru 

S.F.  League  of  Urban  Gardeners 

2088  Oakdale  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124-2041 

Muhammad  Ai-Kareem 
President 

Bayview  Merchants  Association 

P.O.  Box  24505 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Esther  Blanchard 
President 

Residents  of  the  S.E.  Sector  (ROSES) 

P.O.  Box  885312 

San  Francisco,  CA  94188-5312 

Brenda  Dar 

BVHP  Project  Area  Committee 
Southeast  Community  Facility 
1800  Oakdale  Avenue,  Ste.  B  Rm.  8-10 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Father  James  Goode,  OFM 
St.  Paul  of  the  Shipwreck  Church 
1 122  Jamestown  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Ralph  D.  House 
President 

Bayview  Hill  Neighborhood  Assn. 

1031  Key  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Espanola  Jackson 
President 

District  7  Democratic  Club 

4909  3rd  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 
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Michael  Janis 

Wholesale  Produce  Market 
2095  Jerrold  Avenue,  Ste.  212 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 


Lisa  King 

Planning  Division/Bayview  Hunters  Point 

c/o  Redevelopment  Agency 

770  Golden  Gate 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Bob  Legallet 
Secretary 

Bay  view-Hunter's  Point  PAL 

1401  Griffin  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Sophenia  Maxwell 
Chairperson 

Bayview-Hunter's  Point  PAL 
1568  Jerrold  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Victor  L.  Mederis 
Double  Rock  Baptist  Church 
1595  Shatter  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 


Sam  Murray 

New  Bayview  Committee 

4909  3rd  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Alex  Pitcher 

So.  Bayshore  Community  Dev.  Corp. 
425  Mason  Street,  4th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Robert  W.  Simms 

Community  Manager 

La  Salle  Heights  HOA 

400  Montgomery  Street,  2nd  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Betsy  Stallinger 

Bayview  Hunters  Point  Res.  Comm. 

1089  Gilman  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 


Shirley  Jones 
Executive  Director 
CAHEED  INC. 
1331  Evans  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Mozelle  Lake 

BHP  Concerned  Resident,  Chperson 
1089  Gilman  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Maverick  Madison 
President 

Shatter  Avenue  Community  Club 
1629  Shatter  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Harold  McCoy 
President 

Bayview  Merchants  Association 

6271  Third  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Bridgette  Morgan 

Admin.  Asst.  Health,  Education,  Employment 

C.A.H.E.E.D.  Inc. 

4918  3rd  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Roger  L.  Peters 
Principal 

Amador  St.  Tenants  Assoc. 
1655  Chestnut  Street,  #204 
San  Francisco,  CA  94123 

Mary  Ratcliff 

Editor/Publisher 

New  Bayview  Newspaper 

4908  Third  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

James  E.  Smith,  Jr. 
Pastor 

Bell  Chapel  Christian  Methodist 

1397  Palou  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Cheryl  Towns 

NICE  Committee 

1538  Innes  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 
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Chuck  Turner 
Director 

Community  Design  Center 
1663  Mission  Street,  Ste.  520 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Onnyk  Walker 

Third  Street  Merchants 

4348  Third  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Pastor  Milton  H.  Williams 
Bayview  Baptist  Church 
1509  Oakdale  Ave. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Jerry  Adan 

Hayes  Street  Express  Case 
2499  San  Bruno  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Scott  Hildula 

Portola  Neighborhood  Assn. 

12  Hale  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Julia  Kavanaugh 

Exec.  Director/Editor,  The  Grapevine 
Visitacion  Valley  Community  Center 
50  Raymond  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Justin  Tin,  D.D.S. 
President 

Portola  Merchants  Association 
2748  San  Bruno  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Hotel  Employees  &  Restaurant  Employees  Union 
Local  2 

209  Golden  Gate  Ave. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Ellen  Hayes 
7  Bell  Court 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 


Julia  Viera 

Executive  Director 

Friends  of  Islais  Creek  Channel 

6  Hillview  Ct. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Paul  Warenski 

Oriental  Warehouse  Neigh.  Committee 
650  Delancey  Street,  #310 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

Asian  Residents  Association 

23  Ervine  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Claude  E.  Wilson 

Executive  Director 

Southeast  Alliance  for  Envir.  Just. 

744  Innes  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Irene  Cresci 

San  Francisco  Organizating  Project 

349  Bacon  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Fawzi  Kaddoura 
President 

Visitacion  Valley  Merchants  Association 

65  Leland  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Joel  Tate 
President 

El  Dorado  Neighbors  Council 
50  Raymond  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94134 

Reverend  Cordell  Hawkins,  Pastor 

Double  Rock  Church 

1595  Shafter  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Lorraine  Togia 

BVHP  Multipurpose  Sr.  Services  Inc. 
1706  Yosemite  Ave. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 
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LIBRARIES 

Stanford  University  Libraries 
Jonsson  Library  of  Government  Documents 
State  &  Local  Documents  Division 
Stanford,  CA  94305 

Institute  of  Government  Studies 
109  Moses  Hall 
University  of  California 
Berkeley,  CA  94720 


Hastings  College  of  the  Law  -  Library 

200  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4978 


Government  Publications  Department 
San  Francisco  State  University 
1630  Hollo  way  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94132 

Kate  Wingerson  (3) 

Government  Documents 

S.F.  Main  Library  -  Civic  Center 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


PARTIES  RECEIVING  NOTICE  OF  AVAILABILITY  OF  DRAFT  SEER 


Sustainable  San  Francisco 

P.O.  Box  460236 

San  Francisco,  CA  94146 


Albert  Beck 

3028  Esplanade  St.,  Ste.  A 
Chico,  CA  95973-4924 


Ed  Michael 

1001  Franklin  St.,  #20E 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109-6840 

Jerry  Tone 

Montgomery  Capital  Corp 
244  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Jon  Twichell 

4419  Moraga  Avenue 

Oakland,  CA  94611 

Calvin- Welch 

Council  of  Community  Housing  Organizations 

409  Clayton  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 


Robert  Jacobvitz 
Executive  Director 
American  Institute  of  Architects 
130  Sutter  Street,  Suite  600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corporation 

230  Fourth  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:  John  Elberling 

Joel  Ventresca 

1278-44th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

Stephen  Weicker 
899  Pine  Street,  #1610 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Feldman,  Waldman,  &  Kline 
3  Embarcadero  Center,  28th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 
Attn:  Howard  Wexler 
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Eunice  Willette 
1323  Gilman  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 


James  Chappell 
Executive  Director 
SPUR 

312  Sutter  St.,  Suite  #500 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

John  Sanger,  Esq. 

One  Embarcadero  Center,  12th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Sedway  Consulting 

Three  Embarcadero  Center,  Suite  1150 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

John  Kriken 

Skidmore,  O wings  &  Merrill 
444  Market  Street,  Suite  2400 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 


Hartmut  Gerdes,  AICP 
Square  One  Productions 
1736  Stockton  Street,  Studio  7 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Capital  Planning  Department 
UCSF 

145  Irving  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

Attn:  Bob  Rhine 

Rockefeller  &  Associates  Realty  L.P. 

Four  Embarcadero  Center,  Suite  2600 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111-5994 

Attn:  Dennis  Conaghan,  Chief  Operating  Officer 

Dee  Dee  Workman 
Executive  Director 
San  Francisco  Beautiful 
41  Sutter  St.,  Ste.  709 
San  Francisco,  CA  94014 


Bethea  Wilson  &  Associates 
Art  in  Architecture 
2028  Scott  Street,  Suite  204 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Tony  Kilroy 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
41  Sutter  Street  #1579 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 


San  Francisco  Group 

Sierra  Club 

85  2nd  Street,  Floor  2 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105-3441 

Dave  Kremer 

Shartsis,  Freise  &  Ginsburg 
One  Maritime  Plaza,  18th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

Solem  &  Associates 
550  Kearny  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 
Attn:  Jim  Ross, 

Director,  Public  Affairs  and  Political  Campaigns 

Steefel,  Levitt  &  Weiss 
199  First  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:  Robert  S.  Tandler 

David  P.  Rhoades  &  Associates 

364  Bush  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104-2805 


Thomas  N.  Foster 
Rothschild  &  Associates 
369  Pine  Street,  Suite  360 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

Stanley  M.  Smith 

Secretary-Treasurer 

SF  Bldg  &  Constr.  Trades  Council 

2660  Newhall  Street  Rm.  116 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124-2527 
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Karen  Alatia 

Assistant,  Public  Affairs 

San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce 

465  California  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Walter  Johnson 
San  Francisco  Labor  Council 
1188  Franklin  St.,  Suite  203 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Pacific  Exchange 

301  Pine  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Attn:  Dale  Carleson 

Marie  Zeller 
Patri-Merker 

400  Second  Street,  Suite  400 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

Planning  Analysis  &  Development 
50  Francisco  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 
Attn:  Gloria  Root 

Ramsay/Bass  Interest 
3756  Grant  Avenue,  Suite  301 
Oakland,  CA  94610 
Attn:  Peter  Bass 

Jan  Vargo 

Kaplan/McLaughlin/Diaz 

222  Vallejo  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

Larry  Mansbach 

550  California  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104-1006 

Cliff  Miller 

970  Chestnut  Street,  #3 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 


Robert  Meyers 

Robert  Meyers  Associates 

120  Montgomery  St.,  Suite  2290 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104-4325 


John  Marks,  Executive  Director 

San  Francisco  Convention  &  Visitors  Bureau 

201 -3rd  Street,  Suite  900 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


Norris,  Beggs  &  Simpson 
601  California  Street,  Suite  1400 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 
Attn:  Karen  Weber 

Page  &  Turnbull 

724  Pine  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 


Marilyn  L.  Siems 
Pillsbury,  Madison  &  Sutro 
P.O.  Box  7880 
San  Francisco,  CA  94120 

Dennis  Purcell 

Coblentz,  Patch,  Duffy  and  Bass 
222  Keamy  Street,  7th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Brent  Kato 

Legal  Assistance  to  the  Elderly 
1453  Mission  Street,  5th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Sally  Maxwell 
Maxwell  &  Associates 
1522  Grand  View  Drive 
Berkeley,  CA  94705 

Milton  Meyer  &  Company 
1  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:  James  C.  DeVoy 

Jacob  Herber 
Morrison  &  Foerster 
345  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
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National  Lawyers  Guild 
558  Capp  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 
Attn:  Regina  Sneed 

Steven  L.  Vettel 
Gladstone  &  Vettel 
Penthouse,  177  Post  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Richard  A.  Judd 
Goldfarb  &  Lipman 
One  Montgomery  Street 
West  Tower,  23rd  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Gruen,  Gruen  &  Associates 

564  Howard  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 


Phillip  Fukuda 

TRI  Commercial 

1  California  Street,  Suite  1200 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Wayne  StiefVater 
Lawrence  Farrell 

Cushman  &  Wakefield  of  California,  Inc. 

Bank  of  America  Center 

555  California  Street,  Suite  2700 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Yerba  Buena  Consortium 
109  Minna  Street,  Suite  575 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:  John  Elberling 

Executive  Director 
SF  Arch.  Heritage 
2007  Franklin  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Chinatown  Resource  Center 

1525  Grant  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 


Louise  Nichols 

Nichols-Berman 

142  Minna  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Gensler  and  Associates 
550  Kearny  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Peter  Gordon 

Greenwood  Press,  Inc. 
P.O.  Box  5007 
Westport^  Conn  06881-5007 
Attn:  Gerry  Katz 


Valerie  Hersey 
Munsell  Brown 
950  Battery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Melvin  Hodges 

The  Jefferson  Company 

Roundhouse  Two 

10  Lombard  Street,  3rd  Floor 

San  Francisco,  C A  94111-1165 

Jones  Lang  Wootton 

Two  Embarcadero  Center,  Suite  2370 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Attn:  Sheryl  Bratton 


Frank  Fudem 
Damon  Raike  &  Co. 
100  Pine  Street,  Suite  1800 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

Downtown  Association 
5  Third  Street,  Suite  520 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Carolyn  Dee 

Food  and  Fuel  Retailers  For  Economic  Equality 

770  L  Street,  Suite  960 

Sacramento,  CA  95814 

Attn:  Doug  Stevens,  State  Coordinator 

Georgia  Brittan 

460  Duncan  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94131 
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Carol  Lester 
Chicago  Title 

388  Market  Street,  13th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

Ken  Soule 

Chickering  &  Gregory 

615  Battery  Street,  6th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Chi-Hsin  Shao 
CHS  Consulting  Group 
153  Kearny  Street,  Suite  209 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Farella,  Braun  &  Mattel 
235  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  Mary  Murphy 

Richard  Mayer 

Artists  Equity  Association 

27  Fifth  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Nancy  Taylor 

Baker  &  McKenzie 

2  Embarcadero  Center  -  25th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Bruce  White 

3207  Shelter  Cove  Avenue 
Davis,  CA  95616 

Bay  Area  Council 

200  Pine  Street,  Suite  300 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104-2702 


Jay  Cahill 

Cahill  Contractors,  Inc. 

425  California  Street,  Suite  2300 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

David  Cincotta 

1388  Sutter  Street,  Suite  900 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Joan  Girardot,  President 
Coalition  of  S.F.  Neighborhoods 
PO  Box  42-5882 
San  Francisco,  CA  94142-5882 

Coldwell  Banker 

Finance  Department 

1699  Van  Ness  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Attn:  Doug  Longyear,  Tony  Blaczek 

Jim  Haas 
Civic  Pride 

World  Trade  Center,  Room  289 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

John  Bardis 

Sunset  Action  Committee 
1501  Lincoln  Way,  #503 
San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

Alice  Suet  Barkley,  Esq. 
30  Blackstone  Court 
San  Francisco,  CA  94123 

Michael  Dyett 

Dyett  &  Bhatia 

70  Zoe  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


MEDIA 

Leland  S.  Meyerzone 

KPOO  -  FM 

P.O.  Box  6149 

San  Francisco,  CA  94101 


Tim  Turner 

San  Francisco  Business  Times 
275  Battery  Street,  Suite  940 
San  Francisco,  C A  941 1 1 
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Elliot  Diringer 

San  Francisco  Chronicle 

925  Mission  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


City  Desk 

San  Francisco  Independent 
1201  Evans  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Gerald  Adams 

San  Francisco  Examiner 

P.O.  Box  7260 

San  Francisco,  CA  94120 

The  Sun  Reporter 

1791  Bancroft  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124-2644 


Gabe  Roth 
City  Editor 

San  Francisco  Bay  Guardian 
520  Hampshire  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Rob  Waters 
Tenderloin  Times 
146  Leavenworth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Bill  Shiftman 

Associated  Press 

1390  Market  Street,  Suite  318 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


PROJECT  AREA  TENANTS  AND  OWNERS 

Tenants  and  other  property  owners  in  the  project  area,  approximately  70  parties,  were  sent  notices  of 
availability  of  the  Draft  SEIR  and  Draft  SEIR  public  hearing.  A  complete  copy  of  the  distribution  listing  is 
available  in  the  Planning  Department  office  at  1660  Mission  Street,  as  part  of  File  No.  1999. 442E. 
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A.  INTRODUCTION 


ORGANIZATION  OF  THIS  SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

This  chapter  contains  summaries  of  the  public  comments  received  on  the  Draft  Supplemental 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (SEIR)  prepared  for  the  Executive  Park  Development  Plan,  and 
responses  to  those  comments.  Also  included  are  errata  and  staff-initiated  text  changes  to  the 
EIR. 


All  substantive  comments  made  at  the  Draft  SEIR  public  hearing  before  the  Planning 
Commission  on  September  2,  1999,  and  all  written  comments  received  during  the  Draft  SEIR 
public  review  period  from  July  31,  1999  to  September  14,  1999  are  presented  herein  by  direct 
quotation,  edited  to  delete  repetition  and  nonsubstantive  materials  only.  In  some  instances, 
minor  edits  have  been  made  to  the  public  hearing  transcript;  changes  other  than  editorial 
corrections  are  noted. 


Comments  and  responses  are  grouped  by  subject  matter  and  are  generally  arranged  by  topic 
corresponding  to  the  Table  of  Contents  in  the  Draft  SEIR.  Each  group  of  comments  is 
followed  by  its  set  of  responses.  Responses  generally  provide  clarification  of  the  Draft  SEIR. 
They  occasionally  include  changes  in,  or  additions  to,  the  text  of  the  Draft  SEIR.  These 
modifications  are  indented  and  bolded  within  the  response  to  make  them  easily  discernible. 
Newly  inserted  words  and  phrases  are  underlined,  as  are  new  sentences  or  paragraphs  that  are 
incorporated  into  existing  text.  Underlining  is  not  used  if  the  modification  is  all  new  text. 
Text  that  is  deleted  is  denoted  with  strike  through.  As  the  subject  matter  of  one  topic  may 
overlap  that  of  other  topics,  the  reader  must  occasionally  refer  to  more  than  one  group  of 
comments  and  responses  to  review  all  information  on  a  given  subject.  Where  this  occurs, 
cross  references  are  provided. 
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Some  comments  do  not  pertain  to  physical  environmental  issues,  but  responses  are  included  to 
provide  additional  information  for  use  by  decision-makers. 

The  public  hearing  transcript,  a  copy  of  all  letters  received  during  the  public  review  period,  the 
administrative  record,  and  background  documentation  for  this  SEIR  are  contained  in  Case  File 
1999. 442E,  available  for  public  review  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  San 
Francisco. 


B.  LIST  OF  COMMENTORS 


The  following  list  of  individuals  submitted  written  comments  during  the  public  comment 
period  of  July  31,  1999  through  September  14,  1999,  and/or  provided  oral  testimony  at  the 
public  hearing  on  September  2,  1999  on  the  Executive  Park  Development  Plan  Draft  SEIR. 


WRITTEN  COMMENTS 


Name 

Representing 

Date  of  Letter 

Ralph  D.  House 

Bayview  Hill  Neighborhood  Association 

No  date 

George  P.  Yerby 

September 

2 

Jean  C.R.  Finney 

Caltrans  District  4 

September 

7 

Melvin  Washington 

Bayview  Merchants  Association,  Inc. 

September 

7 

Judy  Huang 

Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 

September 

8 

Steven  Vettel 

for  The  Yerby  Company 

September 

13 

Sue  C.  Hestor 

for  Hotel  Employees  &  Restaurant  Employees 
Union  Local  2 

September 

14 

Shirley  Jones 

Executive  Park  Community  Advisory  Board 

No  date 

Marlene  Tran 

Visitacion  Valley  Asians  Alliance 

September 

14 

Carlos  de  Melo 

City  of  Daly  City 

September 

14 

Faith  Raider 

Hotel  Employees  &  Restaurant  Employees 
Union  Local  2 

No  date 

Ronald  P.  Schafer 

California  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation 

August  18 

Carole  Nelson 

City  of  Brisbane 

September 

21 

Lee  Chien  Huo 

San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and 

Development  Commission 

September 

16 

Fran  Martin 

Visitacion  Valley  Planning  Alliance 

No  date 

Don  Bertone 

Little  Hollywood  Association 

September 

12 
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PUBLIC  HEARING  COMMENTS,  September  2,  1999 

Ralph  House,  Bayview  Hill  Neighborhood  Association 
Charles  Clary 

Faith  Raider,  Hotel  Employees  &  Restaurant  Employees  Union  Local  2 
Dwayne  Jones,  Executive  Director,  Young  Community  Developers 
Julie  Kavanaugh,  Visitacion  Valley  Community  Center 
George  Yerby 

Steven  Vettel,  representing  The  Yerby  Company 
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C.  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


SEIR  INTRODUCTION 


Comment 

The  DSEIR  doesn't  explain  the  history  of  this  project,  and  the  phased  development,  as  well  as 
is  needed.  On  page  7,  the  first  sentence  of  "Project  Characteristics"  starts:  "The  balance  of 
the  project..."  There  is  literally  nothing  right  above  that  phrase  to  which  [to]  tie  a  "balance." 
The  DSEIR  needs  to  set  out  the  total  context  of  the  project  right  here  —  at  least  a  brief 
summary,  it  you  want  to  start  a  topic  "the  balance."  (Sue  C.  Hestor,  Esq.,  representing 
HERE  Local  2) 

Response 

The  history  of  the  project  is  described  in  Chapter  II,  Introduction,  on  pp.  1-3,  and  summarized 
in  the  Summary  on  pp.  S.  1-S.2.  The  last  paragraph  on  p.  7  is  meant  to  be  a  summary  of  both 
phases  of  the  proposed  project.  The  following  changes  to  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  7  have  been 
made  for  clarification: 


The  balance  of  the  project  to  be  developed  includes  a  total  of  about  1.324 
million  gsf  of  office  space,  57,500  gsf  of  retail  and  restaurant  space,  a  25,000- 
gsf  health  club,  a  10,000-gsf  day  care  center,  parking  for  about  2,438  vehicles 
(or  more,  with  the  Increased  Parking  Variant  discussed  below),  a  hotel  with  350 
rooms,  and  about  263  residential  units  with  about  488  parking  spaces.  The 
remainder  of  the  project  is  planned  to  be  built  in  two  phases.  Table  1  provides 
a  summary  of  floor  area  by  use  and  phasing. 


Comment 

The  history  /background  on  pages  1  &  2  is  not  consistent  with  the  history  set  out  in  Motion 
13304,  the  1992  Conditional  Use.  Please  explain  that  there  was  no  new  environmental 
analysis  in  1992,  just  a  memo  to  the  file.  This  means  that  the  last  environmental  information 
to  be  certified  was  in  1985  (a)  before  adoption  of  the  Mission  Bay  Plan  and  EIR,  (b)  before 
passage  of  Proposition  M,  and  (e)  before  many  changes  to  development  policy  such  as 
OAHPP  and  revisions  to  transportation  plans.  (Sue  C.  Hestor,  Esq.,  representing  HERE 
Local  2) 
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Response 

The  program  described  in  the  second  paragraph  is  the  program  analyzed  in  the  1985  SEIR,  not 
what  was  ultimately  approved  in  Motion  10461.  To  clarify  this,  the  following  changes  have 
been  made  to  the  first  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  1  and  a  second  sentence  has 
been  added  describing  the  Commission's  action: 

The  project  was  analyzed  in  the  Executive  Park  Development  Plan  Amendment 
Final  Subsequent  Environmental  Impact  Report  (81.197E,  certified  October  17, 
1985)("1985  FSEIR");  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  approved  was  a 
development  program  for  the  Executive  Park  site,  which  included  1,644,000  sq. 
ft.  of  office  space,  a  350-room  hotel  totaling  234,000  sq.  ft.,  50,000  sq.  ft.  of 
retail  and  restaurant  space,  600  dwelling  units  totaling  425,000  sq.  ft.,  and 
about  5,270  parking  spaces.  The  Planning  Commission  ultimately  approved  a 
project  that  at  total  build-out  included  about  1.6  million  square  feet  of  office 
space,  234.000  square  feet  of  hotel  space  (350  rooms).  50.000  square  feet  of 
retail  space,  425.000  square  feet  of  residential  space  (600  units),  and  4.135 
parking  spaces. 

In  addition,  the  last  sentence  on  p.  1  has  been  changed  and  a  new  sentence  has  been  added: 

The  Planning  Commission  modified  the  authorization  to  change  the  composition 
of  the  600  residential  units  from  predominantly  studios  and  one-bedroom  units 
to  predominantly  multi-bedroom  units,  resulting  in  approval  of  up  to  600 
dwelling  units  totaling  850,000  sq.  ft. ,  and  to  permit  a  health  club/restaurant  of 
35,000  sq.  ft.  and  a  day  care  center  of  10,000  sq.  ft.,  and  to  permit 
approximately  120  more  parking  spaces  for  the  larger  residential  units.  The 
total  development  program  currently  authorized  for  Executive  Park  includes  1.6 
million  square  feet  of  office  space.  234.000  square  feet  (350  rooms)  of  hotel 
space,  50.000  square  feet  of  retail  space.  850.000  square  feet  of  residential 
space  (up  to  600  units),  and  4,255  parking  spaces  (non-residential  plus 
residential). 

As  discussed  on  pp.  1-2  of  the  SEIR,  the  1985  Subsequent  EIR  evaluated  the  environmental 
impacts  of  a  project  that  amended  an  earlier  EIR  analyzing  an  office  development  project 
proposed  in  1976.  Following  approval  of  the  revised  project  in  1985,  the  project  was  again 
proposed  to  be  revised  in  1991-92.  The  change  to  the  project  that  was  evaluated  in  1992 
consisted  of  a  modification  to  the  residential  component  of  the  project;  the  1992  Addendum  to 
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the  1985  FSEIR  that  analyzed  the  proposed  modification  is  part  of  the  environmental  review 
documentation  for  this  project,  as  called  for  in  State  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15164.  The 
1992  Addendum  is  in  the  form  of  a  memorandum  to  the  file,  which  is  the  form  prescribed  by 
Section  31.35(d)  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code.  The  City's  memorandum  to  file 
format  is  the  procedure  used  to  satisfy  the  Addendum  provision  discussed  in  State  CEQA 
Guidelines  Section  15164. 

The  current  SEIR  addresses  changed  circumstances  in  the  area  surrounding  the  project  site, 
including  a  completely  revised  transportation  analysis  that  accounts  for  new  development  that 
has  occurred  or  has  been  proposed  since  1985.  Proposition  M  Priority  Planning  Policies  are 
also  addressed  in  this  SEIR,  on  pp.  15-16,  and  OAHPP  is  discussed  on  p.  117. 
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PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

Comment 

Page  S.2:  Executive  Park  Blvd.  West  extension 

The  draft  states  that  implementation  of  the  Executive  Park  Blvd.  West  extension  is  proposed  to 
be  delayed;  elsewhere  in  the  document  (on  page  3)  it  is  stated  that  the  extension  would  not  be 
built.  Which  is  it,  delay  in  implementation  or  deletion  of  this  condition  of  approval?  (Steven 
L.  Vettel,  Esq.,  Gladstone  &  Vettel  LLP,  representing  The  Yerby  Company) 

Response 

As  discussed  on  pp.  44-48,  the  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West  extension  (referred  to  in  the 

SEIR  as  the  "Original  Executive  Park  West  Extension")  is  a  condition  of  approval  for  the 

1985  project.  The  project  sponsor  developed  an  alternate  configuration  for  consideration  that 

has  not  been  approved  by  the  City.  Because  decisions  have  not  yet  been  made  about  a  possible 

new  interchange  at  US  101,  the  project  sponsor's  preference  is  to  retain  the  existing  Executive 

Park  Boulevard  West  configuration.  All  three  configurations,  the  Existing,  the  Original 

Executive  Park  Boulevard  West  Extension,  and  the  Revised  Executive  Park  Boulevard 

Extension,  are  analyzed  in  the  SEIR.  For  clarification,  the  following  changes  have  been  made 

to  the  third  bullet  on  p.  3  of  the  SEIR: 

•   Executive  Park  Boulevard  West  would  may  not  be  extended  south  of  Alana  Way  to 
Harney  Way  parallel  to  U.S.  101; 

Comment 

Please  do  a  major  overhaul  of  Table  1  on  page  9.  The  public  and  commission  need  a  project 
summary  that  starts  with  the  real  phase  1,  not  the  "Phase  I"  set  out  here.  Show  the  entirety  of 
the  project,  building  by  building  as  is  set  out  here,  stating  which  ones  are  occupied  (by  year) 
and  which  are  under  construction.  Mixing  this  information  in  text  for  the  real  phases  1  and  2 
(or  whatever)  and  a  table  for  the  portion  yet  to  be  constructed  is  extraordinarily  confusing. 
This  is  a  plan  for  an  entire  area  and  it  should  be  shown  graphically  in  a  table.  (Sue  C.  Hestor, 
Esq.,  representing  HERE  Local  2) 
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Response 

Information  on  the  square  footage  by  land  use  of  existing  buildings  can  be  found  on  p.  2  and 
on  p.  26.  Table  1  on  p.  9  of  the  Draft  SEIR  was  a  summary  of  the  proposed  land  uses  only. 
To  clarify  Table  1 ,  changes  have  been  made  and  the  table  has  been  reformatted,  as  shown  on 
the  following  page.  These  changes  are  for  clarification  purposes  only  and  do  not  change  the 
analysis  or  conclusions  of  the  SEIR.  Because  more  information  is  known  about  the  Phase  1 
OB4  and  OB5  buildings,  land  uses  by  building  can  be  clearly  identified.  Because  the  Phase  2 
OB6,  OB7,  and  OB8  buildings  are  planned  somewhat  further  into  the  future,  it  is  not  known 
exactly  what  proportion  of  office  and  retail  would  be  contained  in  each  building.  The 
"cumulative  square  footage"  column  has  been  deleted,  as  it  duplicated  other  information 
showing  totals  for  both  phases  of  the  proposed  project.  Lines  showing  existing  development 
and  full  site  buildout  have  been  added. 


Comment 

On  page  3.  it  is  incorrect  to  state  that  the  project  is  substantially  the  same  as  the  project 
approved  in  1985.  In  1992  the  project  was  amended  to  double  the  square  footage  of  housing 
from  425,000  sq.  ft.  to  850,000  sq.  ft. 

Regarding  Sponsor's  objectives,  on  page  4.  the  evolving  market  for  office  space  in  the  101 
corridor  and  increasing  costs  therefor  does  not  support  a  conclusion  that  locating  facilities  here 
will  keep  offices  in  the  City  "that  might  otherwise  consider  a  less  expensive  suburban 
location. "  At  some  point  the  DEIR  should  note  that  the  project  is  being  configured  like  a 
suburban  office  park.  (Sue  C.  Hestor,  Esq.,  representing  HERE  Local  2) 

Response 

A  variation  of  the  project  was  introduced  in  1992  that  doubled  the  square  footage  of  housing 
from  the  size  proposed  in  1985,  but  would  keep  the  same  number  of  proposed  housing  units, 
which  was  600  dwelling  units.  Although  the  current  project  proposes  about  50  fewer  housing 
units,  the  project  is  substantially  the  same  as  the  1985  project. 
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Regarding  the  project  sponsor's  objectives,  while  they  may  be  subject  to  debate,  they  are  the 
project  sponsor's  and  are  required  by  CEQA  to  be  reported  in  the  EIR.  It  is  not  the  role  of 
the  EIR  to  analyze  or  debate  these  objectives,  but  to  consider  the  potential  impacts  of  the 
sponsor's  proposal,  as  well  as  a  reasonable  range  of  alternatives  that  would  meet  most  of  the 
sponsor's  objectives.  If  the  sponsor's  objectives  are  ultimately  found  to  be  dissimilar  or 
conflict  with  the  City's  objectives,  the  project  would  not  be  approved. 


Approvals  Required 
Comments 

Page  15:  Approvals  Required 

Amendments  to  the  South  Bayshore  Plan  would  require  the  approval  of  the  San  Francisco 
Board  of  Supervisors.  .  . 

Page  15:  Approvals  Required 

Policy  19.7  of  the  South  Bayshore  Plan  requires  at  least  70%  of  employees  to  commute  by 
alternatives  to  single-occupant  vehicles.  Since  the  Transportation  Report  forecasts  that  up  to 
70%  of  employees  would  commute  by  single-occupant  vehicles,  this  policy  would  also  need  to 
be  amended  before  the  project  as  proposed  could  be  approved.  (Steven  L.  Vettel,  Esq., 
Gladstone  &  Vettel  LLP,  representing  The  Yerby  Company) 

The  developer  is  asking  to  extend  the  deadline  for  completion  of  the  project  beyond  December 
31,  1999,  add  1405-1870  parking  spaces,  change  the  open  space,  change  the  roadway  and 
increase  the  number  of  housing  units.  To  do  that  the  Conditional  Use  authorization  must  be 
amended.  The  nature  of  that  amendment  is  insufficiently  described  here. 

Conditional  use  requirement  for  hotels 

On  February  14,  1992  the  Planning  Code  was  amended  to  require  all  new  hotels  to  get 
conditional  use  authorization.  Criteria  to  be  considered  are  set  out  in  Planning  Code  §303(f) 
and  include: 

the  demand  employees  will  place  on  the  City  for  housing,  public  transit,  childcare,  and 
other  social  services, 

the  seasonal  and  part-time  nature  of  employment, 

proposed  measures  to  employ  a  San  Francisco  work  force,  and 

the  market  demand  for  a  hotel  of  the  type  proposed. 

Planning  Code  §217(b)(ii)  requires  the  hotel  to  get  specific  conditional  use  authorization  which 
applies  the  above  criteria. 
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The  1992  Conditional  Use  authorization  for  this  project  was  approved  on  3/5/92,  in  the  period 
between  Mayor  Jordan's  signature  on  the  Planning  Code  amendment  which  requires 
Conditional  Use  authorization  for  all  hotels  (2/14/92)  and  its  effective  date  (3/15/92).  As  a 
result  the  Planning  Commission  was  not  required  to  and  made  no  findings  of  consistency 
between  the  project  and  §303(f),  i.e.  no  "hotel"  CU  findings.  All  hotels  approved  since 
March  15,  1992  must  be  consistent  with  §303(f).  Since  the  Commission  is  now  being  asked  to 
reauthorize  the  hotel,  their  action  must  comply  in  all  regards  with  the  current  Planning  Code 
§303(f).  The  current  SEIR  ignores  this  deficiency.  It  discusses  the  extension  to  the 
completion  date,  and  possible  modifications  to  the  South  Bayshore  Area  Plan,  but  sets  out 
nothing  regarding  specific  Conditional  Use  authorization  needed  for  the  hotel. 

The  "approvals  needed"  section  of  the  Draft  SEIR  must  be  amended  to  specify  this  additional 
approval. 

In  order  for  the  Commission  to  make  the  necessary  §303(f)  findings,  the  hotel  must  be 
described  at  a  level  of  detail  not  available  at  present,  e.g.  the  exact  type  of  hotel  and  proposed 
occupants,  the  nature  of  the  proposed  workforce  and  efforts  to  employ  San  Francisco 
residents,  the  market  demand  for  the  type  of  hotel  proposed  and  how  employment  issues  will 
be  addressed.  That  information  is  not  now  available  given  the  generic  description  of  the 
proposed  hotel. 

This  area  of  the  City  is  also  in  a  state  of  flux  because  of  the  uncertainty  of  the  stadium  and 
mall  projects  at  Candlestick  Park.  It  is  therefore  necessary  that  the  SEIR  specify  that  the 
proposed  hotel  must  obtain  further  conditional  use  authorization  in  conformity  with  §303(f) 
when  there  is  sufficient  information  on  the  details  of  the  proposed  hotel  to  allow  that  review. 
This  is  separate  and  distinct  from  the  conditional  use  currently  being  considered.  (Sue  C. 
Hestor,  Esq.,  representing  HERE  Local  2) 

The  Approvals  Required  section  of  the  DSEIR  (p.  15)  fails  to  mention  that  any  reauthorization 
of  the  hotel  must  include  findings  that  the  project  is  consistent  with  Planning  Code  Section 
303(f),  the  section  that  deals  specifically  with  hotels. 

The  Planning  Code  was  amended  in  1992  to  include  Section  303(f),  just  10  days  after  the 
Executive  Park  project  received  a  Conditional  Use  Authorization.  For  this  reason,  Section 
303(f)  was  not  applied  to  the  Executive  Park  project  in  1992,  but  it  now  applies. 

Planning  Code  Section  303(f)  requires  the  project  to  be  evaluated  on  criteria  including  the 
demand  hotel  employees  will  place  on  the  city  for  housing,  public  transit,  childcare  and  other 
social  services,  the  proposed  measures  the  hotel  will  take  to  employ  a  San  Francisco 
workforce;  and  the  market  demand  for  a  hotel  of  the  type  proposed. 

So  far  the  planning  documents  on  this  project  only  mention  a  generic  350-room  hotel.  Since 
market  demand  -  -  and  the  impact  of  the  hotel  workforce  -  -  can  not  be  evaluated  without 
knowing  the  type  of  hotel  proposed,  more  information  is  needed  for  a  Section  303(f) 
evaluation  to  be  completed. . . 
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The  SEIR  should  disclose  that  if  there  is  not  sufficiently  detailed  information  available  to 
evaluate  the  hotel  on  Section  303(f)  issues,  the  Project  Sponsor  must  seek  specific  conditional 
use  authorization  on  the  hotel  in  the  future  when  that  information  is  available.  {Faith  Raider, 
Researcher,  Hotel  Employees  &  Restaurant  Employees  Union  Local  2) 

[T]he  SEIR... fails  to  mention  that  any  reauthorization  of  the  hotel  in  this  project  must  include 
findings  that  the  project  is  consistent  with  Planning  Code  Section  303  (f)  which  is  the  section 
that  deals  specifically  with  hotels. 

The  Planning  Code  was  amended  in  1992  to  include  Section  303  (f)  just  10  days  after  the 
Executive  Park  project  received  its  conditional  use  authorization.  For  this  reason,  Section  303 
(f)  was  not  applied  to  the  Executive  Park  project  in  1992  but  it  now  applies. 

Section  303  (f)  requires  a  project  to  be  evaluated  on  the  following  criteria:  The  demand  hotel 
employees  will  place  on  the  City  for  housing,  public  transit,  child  care,  and  other  social 
services;  the  seasonal  and  part-time  nature  of  hotel  employment;  the  measures  the  hotel  will 
take  to  employ  a  San  Francisco  work  force;  and  the  market  demand  for  a  hotel  of  the  type 
proposed. . . 

More  information  is  needed  for  a  Section  303  (f)  evaluation  to  be  completed.  For  example, 
the  project  sponsor  must  disclose  what  type  of  hotel  is  planned  since  different  hotel  types  with 
varying  levels  of  service  require  varying  levels  of  staff. . . 

What  the  wages  and  hours  will  be  for  the  proposed  hotel  must  also  be  disclosed  since  the 
wages  will  be  determined  whether  the  jobs  will  attract  workers  in  unaffordable  San  Francisco, 
including  the  neighborhood  surrounding  Executive  Park,  or  whether  it  will  attract  workers 
from  San  Mateo  County  which  is  somewhat  more  affordable.  Also,  whether  the  jobs  offered 
will  be  part  time  or  full  time  also  is  important  both  on  the  wage  levels  and  also  on  the  demand 
for  transportation. 

The  SEIR  should  disclose  that  the  hotel  requires  conditional  use  authorization  that  takes  into 
consideration  Section  303  (f)  issues.  It  should  further  note  that  if  there  is  not  sufficiently 
detailed  information  available  to  evaluate  the  hotel  on  Section  303  (f)  issues,  the  project 
sponsor  must  seek  specific  conditional  use  authorization  on  the  hotel  when  that  information  is 
available.  (Faith  Raider,  Hotel  Workers  Union  Local  2) 

It's  no  question  that  the  303  (f)  that  was  brought  up  by  Local  2  issue  needs  to  be  considered 
here  as  well,  that  needs  to  be  considered.  (Commissioner  Martin) 

Additionally,  it  is  not  clear  that  the  office  space  currently  authorized  would  be 
"grandfathered"  from  Prop  M  office  development  limitations  and  review  (not  Prop  M  priority 
policies)  if  the  Conditional  Use  was  not  extended  before  the  end  of  1999.  This  is  a  potential 
additional  necessary  approval.  (Sue  C.  Hestor,  Esq.,  representing  HERE  Local  2) 
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Response 

As  noted  in  the  comments,  in  addition  to  other  amendments  to  the  San  Francisco  General 
Plan,  Policy  19.7  in  the  South  Bay  shore  Plan  may  need  to  be  amended  in  order  for  the 
Planning  Commission  to  approve  the  project  as  proposed;  if  amendments  to  the  South 
Bayshore  Plan  in  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  are  proposed,  the  Planning  Commission 
would  forward  any  amendments  to  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  for  its 
consideration.  The  proposed  hotel  on  the  Executive  Park  site  would  require  additional  review 
and  approval  by  the  Planning  Commission  pursuant  to  Section  303(f)  of  the  Planning  Code 
prior  to  approval  of  a  building  permit  for  that  portion  of  the  project;  the  specific  information 
needed  to  support  this  review  would  be  provided  at  the  time  that  an  application  for  Conditional 
Use  Authorization  under  303(f)  was  made. 

The  following  revisions  have  been  made  to  SEIR  p.  15,  at  the  end  of  the  second  paragraph 
under  Approvals  Required: 

The  proposed  project  may  also  require  amendment  or  clarification  of  Policy 
19.7.  which  establishes  a  long-term  goal  that  at  least  seventy  (70)  percent  of 
subarea  employees  commute  bv  transit,  ridesharing,  or  some  mode  alternative  to 
single-occupant  vehicle.  Amendments  to  the  South  Bavshore  Plan  would 
require  the  approval  of  the  Planning  Commission  and  consideration  bv  the 
Board  of  Supervisors.  Following  reauthorization  of  the  Conditional  Use  permit 
and  any  approval  of  any  amendments  to  the  General  Plan  required, 
implementation  of  the  project  would  require  issuance  of  site  and  building 
permits  from  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection,  and  approval  of 
subdivision  maps  and  street  design  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works.  Should 
the  sponsor  wish  to  proceed  with  the  hotel  portion  of  the  project  as  part  of  Phase 
2.  a  conditional  use  authorization  would  be  required  from  the  Planning 
Commission  pursuant  to  Planning  Code  sections  217  (b)  and  303(f).  The 
specific  information  required  in  Section  303(f)  to  support  the  conditional  use  for 
a  hotel  would  be  supplied  at  the  time  such  an  application  is  filed  with  the 
Planning  Department.  Some  transportation  mitigation  measures  discussed  in 
Section  VI,  Mitigation  Measures  Proposed  to  Minimize  Potential  Adverse 
Impacts  of  the  Project,  would  require  additional  approvals  bv  Caltrans  and  bv 
the  City  of  Brisbane,  as  noted  in  that  section. 
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Executive  Park  was  exempted  from  the  Proposition  M  annual  office  development  cap  by 
Planning  Code  Section  320(g)(6),  enacted  in  1987.  Section  320(g)(6)  exempts  any  planned 
unit  development  which  first  received  authorization  prior  to  November  4,  1986,  and  contains 
500  or  more  housing  units.  The  project  sponsor's  current  conditional  use  application  is 
consistent  with  the  exemption  authorized  by  Section  320(g)(6).  If  the  current  application  is 
approved,  the  exemption  would  continue  to  apply,  whether  the  conditional  use  permit  is 
approved  before  or  after  December  31,  1999. 
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LAND  USE 
Comment 

Land  Use,  Plans  and  Zoning:  (2nd  Paragraph) 

"This  increase  in  density  of  primarily  existing  uses  represents  an  existing  expansion  of  uses 
which  would  not  be  compatible  with  the  uses  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project,  including  the  Bay 
View  Hill  Neighborhood,  Little  Hollywood  and  Visitation  Valley  Neighborhoods." 

Comments:  The  Bayview  Hill  Neighborhood  is  not  isolated  from  the  project  since  Jamestown 
Ave.  and  the  Third  Street  on  [and]  off  ramps  to  Highway  101  North  and  South  will  be 
severely  impacted  because  they  will  be  utilized  whenever  backups  occur.  (Ralph  D.  House, 
President,  Bayview  Hill  Neighborhood  Association) 

Response 

The  comment  refers  to  the  last  sentence  on  p.  26  which  states  that  the  expansion  of  existing 
uses  at  Executive  Park  would  be  compatible  with  uses  in  the  vicinity.  The  office,  hotel, 
residential,  and  retail  uses  proposed  at  Executive  Park  are  compatible  with  the  residential  and 
neighborhood-serving  retail  uses  in  adjacent  neighborhoods  because  those  uses  do  not  directly 
oppose  each  other.  The  language  describing  the  relative  isolation  of  the  project  site  is  meant 
to  provide  characterization  of  the  site  with  respect  to  its  geographical  separation  from  adjacent 
neighborhoods,  not  the  site's  circulation  patterns,  which  are  described  and  analyzed  in  detail  in 
the  Transportation  section  of  the  SEIR  (see  Roadway  Network,  pp.  29-36).  Implementation  of 
Transportation  mitigation  measures  would  reduce  significant  transportation  impacts  (see  pp. 
129-131  and  133-139). 

Comment 

S-17  —  Land  Use:  Bayview  Hill  Neighborhood  Park  has  been  given  no  attention  by  the  Park 
and  Recreation  Department  for  the  past  30  years.  It  is  a  known  fire  hazard  with  crumbling 
roadway  and  inaccessible  to  the  fire  department  and  residents  because  a  gate  is  kept  locked. 
Recently,  a  $10,000  grant  was  made  to  a  youth  program  in  Bayview  but  no  activity  was 
defined.  Continuation  of  the  open  space  policy  is  unsatisfactory  since  rock  outcroppings 
threaten  homes,  traffic,  residents  live[s]  and  buildings  in  Executive  Park."  (Ralph  D.  House, 
President,  Bayview  Hill  Neighborhood  Association) 
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Response 

The  project  does  not  propose  any  changes  to  Bayview  Hill  because  Bayview  Hill  Park  has 
been  designated  a  significant  natural  area,  and  the  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  is  in  the  process  of  restoring  native  vegetation  there  (see  pp.  123-124).  The 
concern  regarding  lack  of  maintenance  in  the  park  should  be  addressed  to  the  Recreation  and 
Park  Department  or  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Mayor's  Office,  which  sets  the 
Department's  budget. 


Comment 

The  adoption  of  the  Downtown  Plan  calls  for  the  concentration  of  office  space  in  the 
Downtown  urban  core  that  is  well  served  by  public  transit.  That  general  plan  calls  for  the 
biotech  industry  to  be  located  at  Mission  Bay.  You  need  to  consider  the  fact  that  there  are 
limitations  on  the  amount  of  the  square  footage  that  can  be  approved  in  any  one  year,  and  the 
fact  that  there  are  limitations  to  the  capacities  of  our  roadways  and  the  amount  of  dollars  to 
improve  our  public  transit.  (George  P.  Yerby) 

Response 

Executive  Park  was  exempted  from  the  Proposition  M  annual  office  development  cap  by  City 
Planning  Code  Section  320  (g)(6),  enacted  in  1987.  Section  320(g)(6)  exempts  any  planned 
development  which  first  received  authorization  prior  to  November  4,  1986,  and  contains  500 
or  more  housing  units.  The  project  sponsor's  current  conditional  use  application  is  consistent 
with  the  exemption  authorized  by  Section  320(g)(6).  If  the  current  application  is  approved,  the 
exemption  would  continue  to  apply,  whether  the  conditional  use  permit  is  approved  before  or 
after  December  31,  1999.  Project  impacts  on  roadway  capacities  and  public  transit  are 
discussed  in  the  Transportation  section,  on  pp.  53-63  of  the  SEIR. 


Comment 

Fig.  4:  Existing  Land  Uses 

A  significant  portion  of  the  "Commercial''  land  use  shown  in  the  triangle  between  Bayshore 
Boulevard,  US  101  and  Hestor  Street  has  been  redeveloped  as  a  single-family  residential 
project,  and  the  map  should  be  amended  to  reflect  that.  (Steven  L.  Vettel,  Esq.,  Gladstone  & 
Vettel  LLP,  representing  The  Yerby  Company) 
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Response 

Figure  4  has  been  revised  as  shown  on  the  next  page  to  reflect  recent  construction  of 
residences  in  the  area  between  Bayshore  Boulevard  and  Hester  Street. 

Comment 

Page  20:  Existing  Surrounding  Uses 

The  SEIR  should  describe  (with  the  square  footage  of  various  uses)  the  large-scale  office  parks 
just  south  of  the  site  along  Highway  101  in  Brisbane  and  South  San  Francisco  that  have  been 
built  since  1985,  including  Oyster  Point  and  Sierra  Point.  (Steven  L.  Vettel,  Esq.,  Gladstone 
&  Vettel  LLP,  representing  The  Yerby  Company) 

Response 

The  following  text  has  been  added  to  the  end  of  the  last  full  paragraph  on  p.  18  to  include  the 
information  on  Oyster  Point  and  Sierra  Point  requested  in  the  comment: 

Office  developments  south  of  the  site  include  Oyster  Point,  which  contains  four 
or  five  buildings  totaling  about  487,000  square  feet  and  Sierra  Point,  which 
consists  of  two  office  buildings  totaling  approximately  303,000  square  feet. 

.  Comment 

As  stated  on  page  18,  improvements  have  been  [made]  to  Candlestick  Point  SRA  subsequent  to 
the  publication  of  the  1985  project  EIR.  The  final  SEIR  should  address  how  the 
improvements  affect  earlier  analysis  of  potential  impacts  to  the  SRA.  (Ronald  P.  Schafer, 
District  Superintendent,  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation,  Bay  Area  District) 

Response 

The  SEIR  does  consider  whether  the  turfed  fields,  baseball  backstops,  picnic  tables,  passive 
recreational  features,  and  bike/hiking  trail  (pp.  18-20)  added  since  1985  would  affect  the 
analysis  contained  in  the  1985  FSEIR.  To  the  extent  that  such  changes  affect  any  of  the 
analysis,  this  is  described,  when  applicable,  under  the  various  environmental  topics,  in 
Chapter  V,  Environmental  Effects  Not  Requiring  Additional  Analysis  in  this  SEIR,  and  in  the 
discussion  of  alternatives  to  the  project  (Chapter  VIII).  For  example,  a  discussion  of  these 
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C.  Comments  and  Responses 
Land  Use 


additional  features  can  be  found  on  pp.  120-121  and  p.  151  with  respect  to  effects  of 
shadowing  by  the  proposed  hotel.  The  project  would  not  cause  any  new  significant 
environmental  impacts  on  Candlestick  Point  SRA. 


Comment 

The  SEIR  does  not  address  other  potential  impacts  of  the  project  on  Candlestick  SRA, 
including  the  impacts  of  having  a  large  increase  in  residents  and  employees  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  the  SRA.  The  final  SEIR  should  analyze  the  projected  increase  in  use  of  the  SRA, 
and  develop  measures  to  mitigate  anticipated  impacts.  (Ronald  P.  Schafer,  District 
Superintendent,  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation,  Bay  Area  District) 

Response 

The  effects  of  increased  use  of  Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation  Area  were  specifically 
identified  in  the  1985  FSEIR  (p.  76),  and  mitigation  measures  to  develop  the  portion  of  the 
State  Recreation  Area  across  from  the  site  on  Harney  Way  were  adopted  as  conditions  of 
approval  for  the  project.  Since  the  certification  of  the  1985  FSEIR,  implementation  of  those 
mitigation  measures  has  resulted  in  the  addition  of  picnic  areas  and  a  fitness  trail.  Thus,  it  is 
expected  that  the  State  Recreation  Area  will  be  able  to  adequately  accommodate  the  potential 
increased  use  by  employees  and  residents  of  the  project. 


Comment 

We  have  asked  that  they  provide  much-needed  retail  in  their  development  plans  because  of  the 
hundreds  of  units  of  new  housing  that  has  been  built  there,  all  without  any  retail  services  and 
stores  for  the  new  tenants.  Without  any  stores  for  them  to  buy  even  the  basic  necessities  they 
will  all  be  driving  throughout  the  neighborhood  adding  to  an  already  bad  problem.  (Don 
Bertone,  President,  Little  Hollywood  Association) 

Response 

As  discussed  in  Chapter  II,  Project  Description,  Phase  I  of  the  project  includes  17,500  square 
feet  of  retail  space  and  a  10,000-square-foot  restaurant.  Construction  of  Phase  I  is  proposed  to 
begin  in  1999  and  to  be  completed  by  2001,  when  Phase  I  retail  and  restaurant  uses  would  be 
available  to  the  existing  287  residential  units.  Phase  II  would  add  25,000  square  feet  of  retail 
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C.  Comments  and  Responses 
Land  Use 


and  5,000  square  feet  of  restaurant  space,  and  is  proposed  for  completion  between  2004  and 
2006.  Traffic  impacts  of  the  existing  residential  units  were  analyzed  in  the  1992  Addendum  to 
the  1985  FSEIR,  and  are  assumed  in  the  baseline  conditions  in  this  SEIR.  Traffic  mitigation 
measures  are  discussed  on  pp.  129-131  and  133-139. 


Comment 

We  have  no  objections  to  developers  making  additional  funds  or  getting  their  money  from 
building  additional  housing,  but  we  think  truly  if  we  take  a  great  look  at  this,  as  citizens  of 
this  city,  and  particularly  that  hill,  to  be  able  to  have  its  uses  perhaps  limited  with  the  amount 
of  housing,  instead  of  such  an  increased  density,  we  wouldn't  like  for  that  to  turn  out  to  be 
another  type  of  a  ghetto  situation  which  somewhat  can  happen  when  you  pile  individuals 
consistently  on  top  of  each  other,  as  many  as  we  have  here. 

Now,  the  north  side  of  the  hill  is  also  going  to  be  scheduled  for  building  an  increased  density 
of  housing.  We  would  like  for  the  Commissioners  and  also  the  Planning  Department  and  the 
rest  of  the  citizens  to  reconsider  what  we've  already  okayed  in  1985  and  look  at  it  in  its 
present  conditions.  (Charles  Clary) 

Response 

The  residential  density  with  the  proposed  total  of  550  dwelling  units  would  be  about  one  unit 
for  every  1,000  sq.  ft.  of  lot  area,  given  the  approximate  size  of  the  residential  portion  of  the 
project  site  of  14  acres.  This  density  is  greater  than  the  typical  density  of  single-family  homes 
in  San  Francisco,  which  are  generally  one  unit  for  every  2,500  or  3,000  sq.  ft.  of  lot  area;  the 
density  is  substantially  less  than  that  found  in  the  Rincon  Hill  area  south  of  downtown  which 
permits  one  unit  for  every  200  sq.  ft.  of  lot  area  or  the  Golden  Gateway  area  north  of 
Embarcadero  Center  which  is  developed  with  about  one  unit  for  every  200  sq.  ft.  of  lot  area. 
There  is  no  reason  to  expect  that  densities  greater  than  single  family  densities  would  create 
"ghetto"  conditions.  Up  to  90%  of  the  residential  units  are  expected  to  be  sold  or  rented  at 
market  rates  to  middle-  to  upper-income  residents. 
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PLANS  AND  POLICIES 


Comments 

Page  22:  Executive  Park  Subarea  Plan 

More  detail  is  necessary  as  to  the  specific  policies  set  forth  in  Policies  19.7  and  19.8  of  the 
South  Bayshore  Plan.  In  addition,  a  discussion  of  the  project's  compliance  or  noncompliance 
with  other  elements  of  the  General  Plan  is  needed,  such  as  Commerce  &  Industry  Element, 
Objective  1,  Policy  1  ("Discourage  development  which  has  substantial  undesirable 
consequences  that  cannot  be  mitigated.");  Transportation  Element,  Objective  2,  Policy  6 
("Provide  incentives  for  the  use  of  transit,  carpools  and  vanpools,  and  reduce  the  need  for  new 
or  expanded  automobile  and  automobile  parking  facilities.");  and  Downtown  Plan  Element, 
Objective  1,  Policy  2  ("Guide  location  of  office  development  to  maintain  a  compact  downtown 
core.") 

Page  27:  Comparison  with  Existing  Plans 

The  project  as  proposed,  particularly  the  Parking  Variant,  has  substantial  conflicts  with 
Policies  19.7  and  19.8  of  the  South  Bayshore  Plan,  as  well  as  with  other  policies  of  the 
General  Plan.  This  should  be  deemed  a  significant  adverse  impact  of  the  project.  (Steven  L. 
Vettel,  Esq.,  Gladstone  &  VettelLLP,  representing  The  Yerby  Company) 

The  project  also  violates  a  number  of  existing  policies  of  the  General  Plan  and  the  SEIR  does 
not  discuss  that  adequately.  All  these  policies  to  the  General  Plan  have  been  updated  since 
1985  when  this  project  was  last  approved.  For  example,  the  Bayshore  plan  says  that 
Executive  Park,  70  percent  of  its  employees  travel  to  work  in  alternatives  other  than  single- 
family  (sic)  vehicles.  The  SEIR  here  basically  states  that  60  to  70  percent  will  travel  by 
single-occupant  vehicle,  only  7  percent  will  use  transit  and  the  South  Bayshore  plan  also 
recommends  that  parking  be  limited  to  one  space  per  500  square  feet  of  offices  space,  yet  they 
are  now  proposing  one  per  300  so  that  they  can  accommodate  the  single-occupancy  vehicle 
load. 

The  Residence  Element  says  that  office  developments  should  assist  the  City  in  meeting  its 
housing  needs. 

The  Downtown  Plan  Element  says  major  office  development  to  maintain  a  compact  downtown 
core. 

Commerce  &  Industry  Element  discourages  development  which  has  substantial  and  undesirable 
consequences  that  cannot  be  mitigated. 

And  the  SEIR  is  now  addressing  inconsistencies  with  the  current  General  Plan  which  has  all 
been  updated  since  1985. 
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I  believe  the  City  really  ought  to  take  a  clean  look  at  this  project  and  apply  current  General 
Plan  policies  to  what's  been  proposed.  Their  entitlements  expire  at  the  end  of  this  year. 

The  City  either  needs  to  require  that  modifications  be  made  to  this  project  to  make  it 
consistent  with  current  City  policies.  For  example,  it  ought  to  be  more  transit-oriented;  there 
ought  to  be  a  better  jobs/housing  mix;  . . .  there  ought  to  be  less  intensive  amount  of  office 
development  to  mitigate  the  traffic  impacts;  or  the  office  development  ought  to  be  loaded  so 
that  the  3,200  parking  spaces  which  the  current  General  Plan  limited  it  to  can  meet  the  parking 
end  of  the  project.  (Steve  Vettel,  Gladstone  &  Vettel  LLP,  representing  The  Yerby  Company) 

Response 

The  project  proposes  amendments  to  the  General  Plan  that  are  intended  to  resolve 
inconsistencies  between  the  specificity  of  existing  policies  and  the  current  project  proposal. 
As  stated  on  p.  27,  the  issue  of  General  Plan  conformity  will  be  considered  further  by  the 
Planning  Commission  during  their  deliberations  concerning  the  project.  While  the  SEIR  has 
not  identified  any  substantial  conflict  with  any  environmental  objective  or  policy,  any  plan 
conflict  not  identified  in  the  SEIR  could  be  considered  as  part  of  that  review  process  and 
would  not  change  the  evaluation  of  physical  environmental  effects  of  the  project  described  in 
the  SEIR.  With  regard  to  the  parking  variant,  as  explained  on  p.  27,  the  physical  impacts  of 
amending  the  South  Bayshore  Area  Plan  and  the  General  Plan  are  addressed  in  the  other 
technical  sections  of  the  SEIR  (i.e.,  Transportation,  Air  Quality,  Noise,  and  Utilities  and 
Public  Services).  A  potential  inconsistency  with  the  General  Plan  does  not,  by  itself,  indicate 
a  significant  physical  environmental  effect.  Environmental  effects  have  been  analyzed  in  the 
SEIR. 


Comment 

From  the  site  descriptions  and  maps  contained  in  the  DSEIR,  BCDC  staff  has  determined  that 
the  project  site  is  within  a  priority  use  area  designated  for  waterfront  park  uses  by  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Plan  (Bay  Plan)  and  may  be  within  BCDC's  100-foot  shoreline  band 
jurisdiction...  [T]he  proposed  modifications  to  the  Executive  Park  Development  Plan  Project 
would  require  either  a  BCDC  permit  or  a  BCDC  permit  amendment  to  authorize  the  project. 
In  accordance  with  the  policies  and  requirements  of  the  McAteer-Petris  Act  and  the  Bay  Plan, 
the  dedication  of  public  access  areas  and  improvements  consistent  with  the  intensification  of 
use  created  by  this  project  would  be  required.  Also,  the  Bay  Plan  policies  for  the  project  area 


1999.442E  EIP  10215-00 

  C&R.22   

EXECUTIVE  PARK  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN  SEER  DECEMBER  2,1999 


C.  Comments  and  Responses 
Plans  and  Policies 


requires  a  trail  to  link  Bay  View  Park  to  the  shoreline.  BCDC  staff  would  evaluate  the  project 
for  consistency  with  our  policies  and  requirements  for  waterfront  park  priority  uses  and  public 
access  as  part  of  the  permitting  process.  (Lee  Chien  Huo,  Coastal  Program  Analyst,  San 
Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission) 

Response 

The  project  area  is  within  a  BCDC  waterfront  park-priority  use  area  as  identified  in  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Plan.  The  1985  FSEIR  discusses  this  on  pp.  37a,  76,  78,  and  298-299.  The 
1985  FSEIR  found  that  the  project  would  preclude  the  option  of  providing  a  continuous  public 
open  space  from  Bayview  Park  to  Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation  Area  and  would 
preclude,  for  the  life  of  the  project,  the  use  of  the  built-up  portions  of  the  site  as  open  space. 
The  1985  FSEIR  identified  a  mitigation  measure  that  preserves  26  acres  of  the  project  area  as 
open  space  (p.  129);  the  project  analyzed  in  the  SEIR  maintains  this  measure. 

The  project  area  is  largely  outside  BCDC's  100-foot  shoreline  band  jurisdiction.  However,  a 
small  portion  of  the  restaurant  site  may  be  within  100  feet  of  the  mean  high  tide  line,  as  the 
BCDC  shoreline  is  defined,  and  may  require  BCDC  review.  In  addition,  transportation 
mitigation  measures  involving  changes  to  Harney  Way  that  are  discussed  on  p.  130  could  be 
within  BCDC  jurisdiction,  could  require  BCDC  review  and  approval,  and  could  involve 
provision  of  additional  public  access  to  the  shoreline  or  improvement  of  existing  shoreline 
access.   Amendment  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  condition  of  approval 
requiring  provision  of  a  pedestrian  trail  linking  Bayview  Hill  Park  with  the  shoreline  would 
not  conform  with  the  Bay  Plan  provision  calling  for  such  a  linkage.  However,  as  noted  on 
SEIR  p.  124,  the  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Department  staff  are  planning  to  enhance 
the  native  plant  and  butterfly  communities  in  this  park;  therefore  the  project  sponsors  propose 
to  delete  the  trail  to  avoid  damage  to  these  special  communities  by  people  or  their  pets. 
Because  BCDC  approval  would  not  be  required  for  the  project,  amending  this  condition  of 
approval  would  not  be  directly  affected  by  BCDC  Bay  Plan  provisions,  although 
decisionmakers  would  take  these  provisions  into  consideration  in  taking  action  on  the  project. 
For  clarification,  the  following  changes  have  been  made  to  the  last  sentence  of  the  second 
paragraph  on  p.  15  in  Chapter  III,  Project  Description,  Approvals  Required: 
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Following  reauthorization  of  the  Conditional  Use  permit  and  any  approval  of 
amendments  to  the  General  Plan  required,  implementation  of  the  project  would 
require  issuance  of  site  and  building  permits  from  the  Department  of  Building 
Inspection,  and-approval  of  subdivision  maps  and  street  design  by  Department 
of  Public  Works,  and  review  and  possible  issuance  of  a  permit  by  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission. 

The  following  text  has  been  added  as  a  new  paragraph  after  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  27  in 
Chapter  IV.A,  Land  Use,  Plans,  and  Zoning: 

A  portion  of  the  restaurant  site  may  fall  within  the  San  Francisco  Bay 
Conservation  and  Development  Commission's  (BCDC)  100-foot  shoreline  band 
jurisdiction,  defined  as  100  feet  inland  from  mean  high  tide.  This  portion  of  the 
project  could  require  review  by  BCDC,  who  would  determine  whether  a  permit 
for  development  of  this  portion  of  the  project  would  be  required. 

The  following  text  has  been  added  at  the  end  of  Measure  6(a-h)  on  p.  130: 

Transportation  mitigation  measures  involving  changes  to  Harney  Way  may  fall 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission  (BCDC).  Implementation  of  such  measures  would  require  BCDC 
review  and  a  possible  permit  for  construction. 

Comment 

Plans  for  development  are  going  on  at  a  rampant  pace  with  no  overall  planning  view  except  for 
each  individual  parcel.  All  development  needs  to  be  seen  in  the  context  of  the  entire  area. 
Historically  Visitacion  Valley  has  been  neglected.  The  South  Bayshore  Area  Plan  stopped 
short  of  Visitacion  Valley  at  Jamestown  Street.  The  Planning  Department  needs  to  work  with 
our  community  to  develop  an  Area  Plan.  Our  organization  is  calling  for  a  moratorium  on  all 
large  scale  development  until  such  a  plan  is  in  place.  We  need  neighborhood  serving 
development  that  is  transit  friendly.  Practically  every  household  in  the  Visitacion  Valley 
Watershed  has  to  take  public  transit  or  drive  great  distances  to  shop  for  even  the  barest  of 
necessities. 

In  an  era  of  progressive  thinking  about  transit  villages  and  the  detrimental  effects  of  urban 
sprawl  the  proposals  for  development  in  Visitacion  Valley  fly  in  the  face  of  accepted  planning 
wisdom.  We  are  not  adverse  to  development  per  se.  On  the  contrary,  we  would  like  to  see 
thoughtful,  wise  development  done  with  the  consensus  of  the  people  who  actually  live  in  the 
area  affected. 
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Visitacion  Valley  and  Little  Hollywood  are  in  the  midst  of  a  renaissance  with  the  creation  of 
the  new  housing  units  at  the  former  Geneva  Towers  site  and  the  creation  of  the  Visitacion 
Valley  Greenway. 

There  is  a  sense  of  hope  in  the  Valley.  We  ask  you  to  consider  the  effects  of  every  large  scale 
development  on  our  neighborhood  in  terms  of  traffic,  lack  of  neighborhood  serving  amenities 
and  urban  sprawl.  Furthermore  we  entreat  you  to  let  it  be  known  of  the  dire  need  for  an  Area 
Plan  for  Visitacion  and  Little  Hollywood.  (Fran  Martin,  Visitacion  Valley  Planning  Alliance) 

Response 

Under  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act,  an  EIR  is  required  to  focus  on  the  effects  of 
the  proposed  project  in  terms  of  changes  to  the  physical  environment.  Urban  sprawl,  the 
supply  and  variety  of  neighborhood-serving  amenities,  and  the  need  to  include  Visitacion 
Valley  and  Little  Hollywood  in  the  City's  planning  efforts  are  planning  issues  that  can  be  dealt 
with  by  the  Planning  Department  outside  of  this  SEIR  forum.  The  project  site  is  included  in 
the  South  Bayshore  Area  Plan,  as  noted  on  p.  21  of  the  SEIR.  This  area  is  generally  east  of 
U.S.  101  and  south  of  Islais  Creek.  Visitacion  Valley  and  Little  Hollywood  are  west  of 
U.S.  101. 

The  project's  impacts  on  traffic  are  discussed  in  the  Transportation  section  of  the  SEIR.  As 
explained  on  p.  29,  the  study  intersections  include  most  of  the  local  intersections  adjacent  to 
the  proposed  project,  including  two  in  Visitacion  Valley/Little  Hollywood,  plus  the  access 
routes  to  and  from  U.S.  101.  Intersections  more  distant  from  the  project  site  were  not 
analyzed  as  part  of  this  study  because  project-related  traffic  would  be  dispersed  among  the 
many  local  streets  farther  from  the  site,  and  consequently,  would  be  less  than  at  the  study 
intersections.  The  parking  study  area  includes  the  project  site  and  streets  in  the  adjacent 
residential  neighborhoods.  Parking  impacts  to  the  Little  Hollywood  neighborhood  are 
discussed  on  pp.  63-65. 
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Comments 

I  think  that  this  project  needs  to  be  completely  rethought  because  it's  drafting  a  suburban  use 
into  a  city  that  has  a  very  small  land  area  and  I  find  it  completely  inappropriate. 
(Commissioner  Mills) 

I  really  think  this  whole  project  needs  to  be  looked  at  in  a  different  light  than  the  way  we  look 
at  other  things  in  the  City  because  we're  creating  a  new  community  out  there.  (Commissioner 
Martin) 

Response 

Conformity  of  the  project  with  the  General  Plan  will  be  considered  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission  during  deliberations  about  the  project.  In  evaluating  the  environmental  effects  of 
the  proposed  project  on  land  uses,  the  SEIR  discusses  the  compatibility  of  the  project  with 
surrounding  uses  in  the  Land  Use  section  on  pp.  26-27.  The  SEIR  concluded  that  the  project 
would  not  disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement  of  an  established  community. 
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TRANSPORTATION 


Methodology 
Comments 

S-14  —  Intersections..  Intersection  at  Gilman/Paul  and  Third,  Jamestown  and  Third, 
Jamestown  and  Bayshore  and  Paul/Bayshore  should  be  added  to  the  study  to  determine  traffic 
impact  and;  —  proposed  projects  contribution  to  cumulative  traffic  impacts  would  range  from 
15%  to  45%  depending  on  location  and  would  be  [a]  significant  effect  on  the  environment 
throughout  the  area.  (Ralph  D.  House,  President,  Bayview  Hill  Neighborhood  Association) 

The  study  does  not  address  any  impacts  to  Daly  City,  specifically  to  the  Geneva  Avenue 
corridor,  which  may  be  significantly  impacted  by  the  proposed  development,  particularly  on 
event  days  with  concurrent  events  at  the  Cow  Palace.  The  City  of  Daly  City  requires 
mitigation  of  impacts  to  the  Geneva  Avenue  corridor,  specifically,  funding  of  a  portion  of  the 
proposed  Geneva  Avenue  Capital  Improvements  Project  in  Daly  City... 

Page  29  of  the  report  indicates  that  only  six  intersections  were  included  in  the  study.  For  a 
project  of  this  scope  and  size,  it  is  not  acceptable  to  analyze  the  impacts  within  such  a  small 
area.  The  project  sponsor  should  evaluate  and  mitigate  all  local  and  regional  project  impacts, 
not  just  the  six  locations  that  will  be  most  impacted. . . 

Overall,  the  construction  of  the  Executive  Park  project  may  have  significant  traffic  impacts 
that  reach  beyond  the  boundaries  of  San  Francisco.  Intersections  within  Daly  City  could  be 
adversely  impacted  by  the  increase  in  traffic  congestion  from  the  project.  In  Daly  City,  traffic 
along  Bayshore  Boulevard  and  Geneva  Avenue  is  heavy,  and  the  addition  of  traffic  from  the 
Executive  Park  Development,  which  will  be  a  regional  destination  use,  could  further  worsen 
the  already  crowded  traffic  conditions  along  these  streets.  (Carlos  de  Melo,  Associate 
Planner,  City  of  Daly  City) 

Response 

The  intersections  and  freeway  on-ramps  that  were  analyzed  in  this  SEIR  were  selected  because 
they  would  be  the  most  likely  to  be  affected  by  traffic  generated  by  the  proposed  project.  A 
majority  of  the  vehicles  generated  by  the  proposed  project  are  anticipated  to  use  U.S.  101  for 
points  north  and  south  (60%,  or  about  1,200  vehicles).  Project-generated  traffic  would  have 
less  impact  on  intersections  further  from  the  project  site  (for  instance,  those  along  Third  Street 
and  Geneva  Avenue),  as  vehicles  tend  to  disperse  as  they  travel  further  away  from  the  site.  It 
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was  estimated  that  less  than  6%  of  the  vehicle  trips  generated  by  the  proposed  project  during 
the  weekday  PM  peak  hour  would  use  Bayshore  Boulevard  and  Third  Street,  about  two  miles 
from  the  project  site,  to  travel  north  (about  120  trips).  About  5%  of  project  vehicle  trips  may 
use  Geneva  Avenue,  more  than  two  miles  from  the  project  site  (about  100  trips  or  about  6%  of 
existing  traffic).  Because  these  volumes  are  a  relatively  small  proportion  of  the  traffic  on 
these  more  distant  streets,  it  is  not  expected  that  project  traffic  would  cause  significant 
deterioration  in  service  on  these  streets.  Therefore,  they  were  not  selected  for  impact  analysis. 


Comments 

The  SEIR  and  the  transportation  study  prepared  by  Wilbur  Smith  and  Associates  in  June  of 
this  year  failed  to  address  the  basic  premise  that  governs  the  Executive  Park  Site.  This  site  is, 
for  all  intents  and  purposes,  a  suburban  office  park  located  within  the  City  of  San  Francisco. 
Although  the  proposed  development,  as  revised,  includes  4,308  additional  parking  spaces  as 
part  of  the  proposed  project,  the  impact  of  added  parking  and  its  resultant  impact  on  auto  trips 
generated  at  the  site  is  not  adequately  addressed  in  the  SEIR.  The  use  of  the  same 
transportation  guidelines  designed  for  downtown  development  projects  does  not  properly 
consider  the  expected  trips  that  will  be  produced  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  project... 

Moreover,  under  the  policies  for  Executive  Park,  seventy  percent  (70%)  of  the  employees  are 
to  commute  by  transit,  ride  sharing  or  other  alternative  modes  to  single  occupant  vehicles. 
The  SEIR  contemplates  instead  that  the  vast  majority  of  employees  will  be  commuting  by 
single  occupant  vehicles.  (George  P.  Yerby) 

Page  49:  Project  Travel  Demand 

Table  5  should  indicate  the  percentage  modal  splits  for  project  employees  between  single 
occupant  vehicles,  carpool,  transit  and  other  modes,  and  compare  that  with  the  goals  set  forth 
in  Policy  19.7  of  the  South  Bayshore  Plan.  For  example,  transit  trips  represent  only  1%  of 
projected  employee  peak  hour  trips;  decision  makers  should  be  able  to  readily  access  this 
information.  (Steven  L.  Vettel,  Esq.,  Gladstone  &  VettelLLP,  representing  The  Yerby 
Company) 

Page  28  of  the  report  indicates  that  trip  generation  for  the  project  was  based  in  a  City  wide 
Travel  Behavior  Survey  completed  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department.  The 
assumption  can  be  made  that  city  wide  trip  generation  rates  developed  for  San  Francisco,  which 
is  urban,  dense  and  has  multiple  transit  mode  opportunities,  would  not  be  applicable  to  this 
project.  The  proposed  Executive  Park  Development^  in  a  mostly  undeveloped  area,  with 
little  or  no  pedestrian  access,  minimal  transit  opportunity  and  a  significant  percentage  of 
reliance  on  freeway  access,  which  would  create  different  trip  generation  rates.  In  addition  to 
the  proposed  trip  generation,  the  project  sponsor  should  be  required  to  provide  the  project's 
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trip  generation  using  standard  rates,  and  utilize  the  more  conservative  estimates  to  evaluate 
associated  impacts.  The  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers  (ITE)  publishes  industry 
standard  rates  that  would  be  acceptable.  (Carlos  de  Melo,  Associate  Planner,  City  of  Daly 
City) 

The  SEIR,  and  the  transportation  study  prepared  by  Wilbur  Smith  &  Associates  in  June  of  this 
year  failed  to  address  the  basic  premise  that  governs  the  Executive  Park  site.  This  site,  for  all 
intents  and  purposes,  is  a  suburban  office  space  location  within  the  City  of  San  Francisco. 
Although  the  proposed  development,  as  revised,  includes  4,308  additional  parking  spaces  as 
part  of  the  proposed  project,  the  impact  of  added  parking  and  its  resultant  impact  on  auto  trips 
generated  at  the  site  is  not  adequately  addressed.  (George  P.  Yerby) 

The  other  alternative,  I  guess,  is  to  recognize  that  this  is  not  a  City  project,  this  is  really  a 
suburban  office  development  and  treated  as  a  suburban  office  development,  and  require  full 
mitigation  of  the  traffic  impacts  that  are  the  consequences  of  that  suburban  office  development. 

If  we're  going  to  admit  that  everyone  is  going  to  be  driving  here  in  single-occupant  vehicles 
with  500  parking  spaces  occupied,  then  we  ought  to  mitigate  that. . .  (Steve  Vettel,  Gladstone 
&  Vettel  LLP,  representing  The  Yerby  Company) 

I  feel  compelled  to  say  that  we  are  only  49  square  miles  and  this  is  within  that  49  square 
miles,  so  it  isn't  out  there  in  the  suburbs.  It  is  within  the  City  of  San  Francisco  which  is 
desperately  looking  for  ways  to  enhance  our  transportation  tools  to  combine  more  housing... 
I  find  the  impact  of  this  environmentally  is  that  it  offers  no  solution  to  our  transportation 
issues.  (Commissioner  Mills) 

I  also  agree  with  the  comments  made  earlier  about  the  employees  who  are  going  to  work  out 
there  that  are  supposed  to  be  brought  in,  70  percent  of  them,  by  public  transportation  or  some 
other  issue,  and  I  don't  quite  see  that  as  well-informed  in  here  when  I  looked  at  it. 
(Commissioner  Martin) 

Response 

The  transportation  analysis  was  based  on  the  standard  San  Francisco  Planning  Department 
methodology,  as  explained  on  pp.  49-51  of  the  SEIR.  Trip  generation  rates  were  obtained 
from  the  San  Francisco  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review.  These  rates  are  similar  to  other 
rates  found  in  sources  such  as  ITE.  Trip  distribution  and  mode  split  values  were  obtained 
from  the  Citywide  Travel  Behavior  Survey  (CTBS)  for  Super  district  3,  the  southeastern 
quadrant  of  the  city,  not  downtown.  The  Citywide  Travel  Behavior  Survey  (CTBS)  was 
conducted  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  in  1991  to  determine  the  travel  patterns 
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of  San  Francisco  employees  and  visitors.  The  mode  of  employees  and  visitors  to  various  land 
uses  was  determined,  and  the  travel  characteristics  for  the  four  San  Francisco  Superdistricts 
and  the  downtown  C-3  district.  In  the  CTBS,  the  mode  split  for  employee  trips  to 
Superdistrict  3  (in  which  the  proposed  project  is  located)  is  67%  auto  (average  occupancy  of 
1.35  persons  per  vehicle),  19%  transit  and  14%  other.  The  relatively  high  percentage  of 
transit  trips  is  due  to  the  inclusion  of  the  Mission  Street  corridor,  which  includes  high  BART 
and  MUNI  service.  The  trip  generation,  trip  distribution  and  mode  split  assumptions  for  the 
proposed  project  were  adjusted  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  and  the 
transportation  analyst  to  account  for  internal  trips  and  the  location  and  availability  of  transit 
service  at  the  project  site.  It  was  estimated  that  56%  of  the  employees  would  drive  alone, 
37%  would  carpool  and  7%  would  take  transit. 


The  traffic  operations  analysis  conducted  for  the  SEIR  was  based  on  travel  demand  estimates 
that  assumed  an  unconstrained  parking  supply.  Therefore,  the  SEIR  analyzes  the  impacts 
associated  with  the  additional  parking  spaces  that  would  be  needed  to  accommodate  the 
parking  demand  of  the  proposed  project. 

The  Sub- Area  Plan  for  Executive  Park  in  the  South  Bayshore  Plan  (as  included  in  the  San 
Francisco  General  Plan)  was  based  on  material  contained  in  the  1985  Executive  Park 
Development  Plan  Amendment  FSEIR  (Planning  Department  File  No.  81.197E).  In  the  1985 
FSEIR,  the  analysis  assumed  that  10%  of  the  office  work  trips  would  take  transit  and  90% 
would  be  in  automobiles.  In  order  to  reduce  the  impact  of  the  proposed  project  on  U.S.  101 
conditions,  the  1985  FSEIR  included  a  mitigation  measure  that  would  have  encouraged  mode 
shifts  such  that  the  number  of  single-occupant  drivers  would  be  equal  to  no  more  than  30%  of 
the  workforce.  Although  the  1985  FSEIR  did  not  indicate  the  basis  for  the  30%  value,  it  is 
assumed  that  it  was  based  on  the  1985  travel  characteristics  to  downtown  San  Francisco.  In 
addition,  the  mitigation  measure  in  the  1985  FSEIR  does  not  discuss  the  feasibility  of 
achieving  the  reduction  of  drive-alone  vehicle  trips  as  dictated  in  the  measure.  Preparers  of 
the  current  SEIR  believe  that  achieving  the  goal  of  30%  drive-alone  auto  use  is  infeasible  at 
the  Executive  Park  site  without  a  substantial  enhancement  in  transit  services  between  the  site 
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and  the  major  San  Francisco  and  regional  origins  and  destinations.  While  the  developers  of 
Executive  Park  could  be  asked  to  fund  a  portion  of  the  costs  of  such  enhancements,  substantial 
investments  of  public  funds  would  also  be  required.  The  project  sponsor  has  proposed 
eliminating  the  30%  condition  as  part  of  the  project.  To  clarify  this  intent,  the  following  has 
been  added  to  Appendix  A,  p.  A. 6  before  the  last  sentence  on  the  page: 

The  project  sponsor  proposes  to  eliminate  from  this  measure  the  goal  that  single- 
occupant  drivers  be  no  more  than  30%  of  the  workforce. 

As  noted  on  p.  134  of  the  SEIR,  a  successful  Transportation  Management  Plan  would  result  in 
a  reduction  in  vehicle  trips  of  about  6-20%.  Such  a  reduction,  even  at  the  highest  result, 
would  not  achieve  the  goal  of  30%  single-occupant  drivers. 


Comment 

Page  44  of  the  report  indicates  that  San  Francisco  has  not  officially  adopted  significance 
criteria  for  freeways  and  off-ramps.  The  Final  SEIR  should  include  the  major  freeway  access 
points  this  development  plans  to  access  which  are  actually  located  in  San  Mateo  County.  The 
City /County  Association  of  Governments  (C/CAG)  of  San  Mateo  County  Congestion 
Management  Program  (CMP)  procedures  and  guidelines  should  be  followed  and  adhered  to. 
The  1999  draft  CMP  is  currently  under  review.  (Carlos  de  Melo,  Associate  Planner,  City  of 
Daly  City) 

Response 

Although  CEQA  significance  thresholds  for  freeway  mainline  and  on-ramp  operations  have  not 
been  formally  adopted  in  San  Francisco  or  San  Mateo  County,  the  SEIR  provides  that  if  the 
project  were  to  cause  operating  conditions  on  the  freeway  or  at  the  ramps  to  deteriorate  to 
LOS  E  or  F,  it  would  be  a  significant  impact.  (There  is  no  standard  analysis  technique 
available  to  assess  off-ramp  operation.)  LOS  E  and  F  are  also  commonly  found  in  county 
Congestion  Management  Plans  as  standards  for  the  CMP  Roadway  Systems;  these  standards 
are  used  by  both  San  Francisco  and  San  Mateo  Counties  in  their  CMPs.  The  CMP  standards 
for  roadway  segments  and  intersections  are  not  identified  as  formal  CEQA  standards  or 
thresholds  in  either  county.  As  noted  in  the  comment,  San  Mateo  County's  CMP  is  currently 
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being  revised;  the  1997  CMP  shows  LOS  standards  for  U.S.  101  at  the  San  Francisco  County 
Line  to  1-380  as  LOS  E  (Table  3-2  in  the  1997  CMP).  This  is  the  same  as  the  significance 
criterion  used  for  the  freeway  analysis  in  the  SEIR  (see  pp.  41-42).  The  1997  San  Mateo 
County  CMP  provides  no  intersection  LOS  standards  for  the  intersections  analyzed  near  the 
Executive  Park  project  site;  intersection  LOS  Standards  in  the  1997  CMP,  shown  in  CMP 
Table  3-3,  are  generally  LOS  E  except  where  the  1993  baseline  LOS  was  found  to  be  F  (for 
those  already  at  LOS  F  the  standard  was  also  established  at  LOS  F).  The  SEIR  significance 
criteria  for  intersections  are  LOS  E  or  F  (see  p.  42).  Thus,  the  SEIR  significance  criteria  are 
similar  to  the  standards  called  for  in  the  most  current  San  Mateo  County  CMP. 


The  SEIR  does  analyze  the  freeway  access  points  (on-ramps)  most  likely  to  be  used  by  project- 
related  traffic— the  ramps  at  Harney  Way  and  at  Alana  Way/Beatty  Avenue — both  of  which  are 
located  in  San  Mateo  County,  as  noted  in  the  comment. 


Comment 

Page  50  of  the  report  indicates  that  most  of  the  project  trips  will  be  to  and  from  San 
Francisco's  Superdistrict  3.  Are  Daly  City,  Colma,  Brisbane,  and  Pacifica  included  in  this 
Superdistrict,  or  are  they  included  in  the  Southbay  portion  of  the  trips.  Are  the  Southbay  trips 
broken  down  between  U.S.  101  and  Interstate  280?  Please  clarify  and  explain  in  the  Final 
SEIR.  (Carlos  de  Melo,  Associate  Planner,  City  of  Daly  City) 

Response 

San  Francisco's  Superdistrict  3  encompasses  the  southeast  quadrant  of  San  Francisco.  Daly 
City,  Colma  and  other  Peninsula  cities  were  included  in  the  South  Bay  component.  Since 
U.S.  101  is  located  adjacent  to  the  project  site,  a  majority  of  the  South  Bay  trips  were  assigned 
to  this  roadway. 


Comments 

Regarding  market  demand,  the  demand  for  a  destination  resort  hotel  is  very  different  than  for 
a  high-end  tourist-oriented  hotel  or  a  limited  service  business  hotel.  Correspondingly,  the  size 
and  environmental  impacts  of  their  different  workforces  vary  greatly. 
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Different  hotel  types  with  varying  levels  of  service  require  varying  levels  of  staff.  For 
example,  luxury  and  high-end  full-service  hotels  typically  provide  labor-intensive  services 
such  as  room  service  and  banquet  facilities,  while  limited  service  hotels  typically  provide  few 
food-related  services  and  therefore  employ  fewer  employees.  To  use  an  example  the 
Commission  is  familiar  with,  the  360-room  full-service  Omni  hotel  approved  by  this 
Commission  last  year  estimated  a  workforce  of  233  full-time  workers  while  the  400-room 
limited  service  Courtyard  by  Marriott  also  approved  by  the  Commission  estimated  only  135 
workers,  70  per  shift... 

On  a  related  subject,  it  is  difficult  to  understand  how  a  traffic  analysis  was  conducted  on  this 
project  without  knowing  what  type  of  hotel  is  proposed.  The  different  types  of  hotels  listed 
above  have  very  different  traffic  patterns.  For  example,  a  tourist-oriented  hotel  will  tend  to 
have  more  tour  bus  circulation  and  loading  and  unloading  and  more  traffic  circulation  than  a 
business-oriented  hotel  that  primarily  provides  meeting  facilities  for  surrounding  businesses. 

It  was  noted  above  that  more  information  on  the  hotel  type  must  be  made  available  for  the 
conditional  use  authorization,  but  this  information  must  also  be  made  available  in  the  SEIR  to 
accurately  evaluate  hotel  travel  demand.  Chaotic,  24-hour  traffic  patterns  prevail  around 
hotels,  and  the  type  of  hotel  proposed  will  in  part  determine  these  traffic  patterns. 

The  DSEIR  forecasts  259  hotel  jobs  at  Executive  Park1  (p.  127)  but  does  not  provide  a 
sufficient  analysis  of  the  impact  of  this  low-wage  workforce,  particularly  on  traffic,  transit  and 
housing. 

The  nature  of  a  hotel  workforce  and  its  impacts  on  housing  and  transportation  were  most 
recently  discussed  in  the  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  Section  of  the  Omni  Hotel 
EIR  (beginning  on  p.  29)  and  should  be  included  here... 

The  low-income  nature  of  the  hotel  workforce  must  be  kept  in  mind  when  evaluating  the 
impact  of  the  workforce  on  housing,  transit  and  transportation.  What  will  be  the  projected 
income  levels  and  working  hours  of  the  hotel  workforce?  Will  these  employees  be  able  to 
afford  to  live  in  San  Francisco  or  will  they  be  forced  to  commute?  What  effect  will  their 
commute  have  on  regional  and  local  traffic,  given  the  already  huge  traffic  impacts  of  the 
project? 

The  DSEIR  also  fails  to  consider  another  important  aspect  of  the  hotel  workforce  -  -  the  round 
the  clock  scheduling.  Because  hotels  are  24  hour,  seven  days  a  week  operations,  hotel  shifts 
may  be  day  shifts  (such  as  7  am  to  4  pm),  "swing"  shifts  (such  as  2  pm  to  10  pm),  or 
graveyard  shifts  (such  as  1 1  pm  to  7  am)  on  weekends  as  well  as  week  days.  Many  hotel 
workers  do  not  have  access  to  cars  and  rely  on  public  transit  to  get  to  work. 

Given  the  relative  isolation  of  Executive  Park,  the  lack  of  transit  that  currently  serves  the  area, 
and  the  large  amount  of  parking  spaces  available,  this  project  will  inevitably  employ  large 
numbers  of  South  Bay  employees  who  drive  to  work  unless  aggressive  measures  are  taken  to 


1999.442E  EIP  10215-00 

  C&R.33   

EXECUTIVE  PARK  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN  SEIR  DECEMBER  2,  1999 


C.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 


enable  San  Franciscans  to  fill  these  hotel  jobs.  What  measures  will  be  taken  to  employ  a  San 
Francisco  workforce?  What  meaningful  mitigations  will  be  required  to  offset  the  heavy  traffic 
impacts  created  by  the  suburban  office  park  nature  of  this  project? 

Incidentally,  some  of  these  comments  apply  to  the  Executive  Park  workforce  at  large, 
especially  the  approximately  240  additional  jobs  to  be  created  in  retail. 

This  project  will  create  large  traffic  impacts  and  an  unmet  demand  for  1,200  dwelling  units, 
yet  the  DSEIR  does  not  propose  meaningful  measures  to  avoid  or  mitigate  the  traffic 
nightmare  or  the  housing  shortage. 

Clearly,  hiring  locally  would  cut  down  on  traffic  and  housing  impacts,  but  the  DSEIR  fails  to 
discuss  where  the  current  Executive  Park  workforce  lives,  let  alone  the  future  hotel  workforce, 
and  the  corresponding  effect  on  traffic  and  transit. 

[Footnote  from  letter] 

III  Regarding  the  number  of  jobs  created,  as  noted  earlier,  without  information  on  what  kind 
of  hotel  is  proposed,  it  is  impossible  to  accurately  estimate  how  many  jobs  will  be  created. 
(Faith  Raider,  Researcher,  Hotel  Employees  &  Restaurant  Employees  Union  Local  2) 

Response 

The  analysis  of  the  hotel  component  of  the  proposed  project  was  based  on  the  standard  San 
Francisco  methodology.  Trip  generation  rates  for  the  hotel  (14.60  daily  trips/room  and  0.80 
PM  peak  hour  trips/room)  were  obtained  from  the  San  Francisco  Guidelines  for 
Environmental  Review  (SF  Guidelines).  The  hotel  trip  generation  rates  in  the  SF  Guidelines 
were  developed  from  surveys  conducted  at  hotels  throughout  San  Francisco,  including  resort, 
tourist  and  business  hotels.  Therefore,  the  trip  generation  rate  is  an  average  rate.  This  rate 
accounts  for  the  24-hour  operation  of  hotels,  and  assigns  an  appropriate  amount  of  hotel  travel 
to  the  afternoon  peak  hour. 


Trip  distribution  and  mode  split  for  the  hotel  employees  were  obtained  from  the  Citywide 
Travel  Behavior  Survey  (CTBS)  for  Superdistrict  3,  adjusted  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department  and  the  transportation  analyst  to  account  for  the  location  and  nature  of  the 
proposed  project.  The  trip  distribution  accounts  for  a  substantial  portion  of  the  employees  of 
the  proposed  hotel  to  be  from  the  area.  A  similar  analysis  was  also  performed  for  retail 
employees. 
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Due  to  the  proposed  project's  location  and  the  limited  transit  service  available,  it  is  anticipated 
that  a  majority  of  the  hotel  and  retail  employees  would  drive  to  and  from  work.  Even  if 
employees  come  from  the  surrounding  neighborhoods,  the  majority  of  employees  would  still 
drive  to  the  proposed  project,  since  direct  and  frequent  transit  service  is  not  available,  and 
relatively  few  residential  units  are  within  reasonable  walking  distance.  The  vehicle  trips  were 
assigned  to  the  local  and  regional  roadway  network  to  assess  the  impacts  associated  with  the 
proposed  development.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  trips  generated  by  the  proposed  retail  and 
hotel  employees  represent  less  than  3  %  of  the  total  number  of  daily  trips  generated  by  the 
proposed  project. 

See  the  Population/Employment/Housing  section  of  this  Comments  and  Responses  document 
regarding  the  issue  of  housing  shortage. 

Comment 

A  limited  October  1998  survey  of  Executive  Park  employees  submitted  to  the  Planning 
Department  by  the  Project  Sponsor's  attorney  for  the  draft  transportation  study  suggests  that 
San  Francisco  residents  do  not  overwhelmingly  predominate  in  Executive  Park  employment. 
Of  the  113  employees  (out  of  approximately  1,130)  who  responded  to  the  survey,  39  (34%) 
reported  their  commuting  "point  of  origin"  was  San  Francisco,  while  24  (21%)  arrived  from 
San  Mateo,  another  24  (21%)  commuted  from  Alameda,  and  16  (14%)  arrived  from  Contra 
Costa  counties. 

Because  of  the  relationship  between  the  commuting  "point  of  origin"  and  traffic  and  transit 
impacts,  the  DSEIR  should  provide  more  reliable  information  on  where  the  current  workforce 
lives,  where  the  future  workforce  is  likely  to  live  and  how  those  employees  are  likely  to  get  to 
work.  (Faith  Raider,  Researcher,  Hotel  Employees  &  Restaurant  Employees  Union  Local  2) 

Response 

A  statistically  valid  survey  of  existing  employees  at  Executive  Park  to  determine  their  mode  of 
travel  has  not  been  conducted;  a  response  rate  of  at  least  20%  is  necessary  for  such  a  survey, 
and  the  October  1998  information  represented  only  about  10%  of  the  site  employees.  In 
addition,  a  survey  of  this  site's  current  employees  would  not  provide  a  better  estimate  of  the 
residency  of  future  employees  than  the  CTBS  results,  which  surveyed  many  different  sites  to 
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provide  a  composite  result.  Therefore,  the  distribution  of  employee  trips  for  the  proposed 
office  uses  was  based  from  the  San  Francisco  Citywide  Travel  Behavior  Survey  (CTBS).  From 
this  data,  it  was  estimated  that  approximately  50%  of  the  employees  would  come  from  San 
Francisco,  with  a  substantial  percentage  from  the  South  Bay  (27%)  and  East  Bay  (14%).  The 
vehicle  and  transit  trips  generated  by  the  employees  were  assigned  based  on  these  percentages. 
As  noted  above,  because  little  direct  transit  service  is  available  to  the  project  site,  the  majority 
of  project  employees,  including  many  who  live  in  surrounding  neighborhoods,  are  expected  to 
drive  to  and  from  the  site. 


Traffic 


Comment 

[W]e  also  have  an  adjacent  street  which  will  be  affected  by  any  additions  that  go  in  at 
Executive  Park  because  you're  going  to  generate  new  truck  traffic  and  the  truck  traffic  will 
certainly  go  to  the  neighborhood  anytime  that  they  cannot  get  in  from  the  freeway,  and  that  is 
about  35  percent  of  the  time,  even  now.  So  when  you  put  all  this  office  space  and  additional 
housing  with  something  like  2,000  people,  you're  going  to  generate  a  lot  more  traffic.  (Ralph 
House,  President,  Bayview  Hill  Neighborhood  Association) 

Response 

The  proposed  project,  at  full  buildout,  would  generate  approximately  2,000  vehicle-trips 
during  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour.  Based  on  the  estimated  traffic  patterns  of  employees  and 
visitors  of  the  proposed  project,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  majority  of  vehicles  and  trucks  would 
use  U.S.  101.  It  is  anticipated  that  about  5%  of  the  vehicle  trips  would  use  the  local  Bayview 
streets.  Primarily,  the  vehicles  that  would  be  added  to  the  local  street  network  would  be  from 
residents  of  the  Bayview  area. 


Comments 

The  original  plan  approved  in  1985  for  this  portion  of  the  Executive  Park  is  too  old  and  no 
longer  addresses  adequately  the  issue  of  the  impact  of  the  proposed  project  on  exiting  the 
traffic  system  and  the  existing  sewer  system.  In  the  last  fourteen  of  fifteen  years  since  this 
portion  of  the  Executive  Park  was  initially  approved,  substantial  changes  have  occurred, 
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including  the  development  of  a  Home  Depot  as  well  as  other  development  projects  not 
contemplated  when  the  original  plan  was  considered  in  1985.  The  entire  concept  initially 
approved  for  Executive  Park  must  be  considered  in  light  of  traffic,  housing,  sewer  and  other 
infrastructure  issues  as  well  as  in  light  of  the  City's  current  planning  objectives.  The  current 
plan  is  too  dense  and  is  based  on  a  concept  that  is  no  longer  viable  in  light  of  the  overburdened 
traffic  and  sewer  systems  (see  discussion  below  regarding  traffic  and  sewer  issues). 

With  respect  to  the  traffic  issue,  it  must  be  kept  in  mind  the  Highway  101  as  well  as  many 
neighborhood  streets  in  the  Executive  Park  vicinity  are  already  too  congested  and  are  unable  to 
meet  current,  existing  traffic  needs.  Further  meetings  and  discussions  regarding  the  traffic 
impact  need  to  occur  before  this  Supplemental  EIR  is  approved;  these  discussions  must  include 
members  of  the  Planning  Department  Staff,  representatives  of  the  project  sponsor  as  well  as 
representatives  of  the  three  surrounding  communities,  Bayview  Hunters  Point,  Visitacion 
Valley  and  Little  Hollywood.  The  entire  traffic  issue  for  Highway  101  and  on  the  surrounding 
city  streets  is  fully  considered,  so  that  changes  are  made  in  the  proposed  project  and/or  so  that 
the  proposed  project  is  linked  to  improvements  in  Highway  101  and  the  Highway  101 
interchanges  as  well  as  in  the  surrounding  city  streets.  (Shirley  Jones,  Executive  Park 
Community  Advisory  Board) 

The  traffic  plan  for  the  SFEP  is  very  outdated  since  much  has  changed  since  it's  publication  in 
1985. 

There  have  been  numerous  traffic  studies  by  developers  for  Candlestick  Park, 
NORCAL/Sanitary  Fill  Company,  the  MUNI  Third  Street  Light  Rail,  the  plans  for  Home 
Depot  to  build  on  the  Schlage  Lock  property,  Bay  shore  Heights  housing  development  to  name 
only  a  few. 

All  have  talked  about  the  traffic  problems  in  great  detail.  (Don  Bertone,  President,  Little 
Hollywood  Association) 

Response 

There  have  been  a  number  of  changes  to  the  transportation  network  and  conditions  since  the 
1985  Executive  Park  Development  Plan  FSEIR  was  certified.  Therefore,  the  transportation 
setting  and  analysis  has  been  updated  to  reflect  current  conditions  and  to  account  for  recent 
forecasts  of  growth  in  the  nearby  area,  the  city  and  the  region.  Turning  movement  counts 
were  conducted  on  the  local  streets  in  1998  and  new  freeway  on-ramp  and  intersection 
analyses  were  performed.  Changes  to  the  transportation  network,  such  as  the  Third  Street 
light  rail,  were  included  in  the  analysis  of  future  conditions.  The  updated  growth  forecasts 
account  for  the  recently  proposed  development  in  the  area,  including  the  proposed  Home 
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Depot,  Candlestick  Point  and  Brisbane  Baylands  projects.  Regarding  sewer  issues,  please  see 
the  Utilities  and  Public  Services  section. 


Comment 

They  have  consistently  ignored  our  complaints  to  control  the  illegal  semi-truck  traffic  coming 
from  the  property  that  they  lease  to  Ryan  Engineering  which  operates  a  landfill  on  site.  We 
have  just  improved  the  signage  all  throughout  the  neighborhood  to  include  many  4-way  stops 
and  the  huge  dirt  trucks  from  that  landfill  continue  to  illegally  drive  throughout  the  area  in 
clear  violation  of  the  3-ton  weight  limit.  We  have  filed  complaints  for  years  against  John  Siri, 
the  owner  of  Piccolo  Petes  Deli  on  Tunnel  and  Bay  shore.  He  has  greatly  expanded  the 
building,  all  without  benefits  of  building  permits  and  Commission  hearings.  The  BBI  has 
never  done  anything  about  it,  even  though  we  have  filed  numerous  complaints  with  them  that 
are  well  documented.  That  business  which  has  now  grown  to  a  coffee  shop  which  was  built 
with  chicken-coop  construction  of  corrugated  metal  and  lattice  walls,  obviously  without  any 
permit  yet  BBI  does  nothing.  Because  of  that  unchecked  growth,  the  entrance  to  our 
neighborhood,  Tunnel  Road,  is  choked  with  illegal  dirt  trucks,  cars,  construction  vehicles,  etc. 
who  double  park  on  that  little  street  and  force  traffic  to  engage  in  dangerous  maneuvers  to 
continue  on  their  way.  All  because  they  are  buying  food  and  liquor  at  Piccolo  Petes,  who 
illegally  built  an  entrance  on  the  Tunnel  Road  side  of  his  building  to  encourage  business  from 
both  Bayshore  Blvd.  and  Tunnel  Road. 

SFEP  has  an  agreement  with  us  to  tell  their  construction  contractors  to  use  other  traffic  routes 
other  than  Little  Hollywood.  They  choose  to  ignore  this  and  drive  throughout  the 
neighborhood  anyway.  (Don  Bertone,  President,  Little  Hollywood  Association) 

Response 

According  to  the  project  sponsor,  Ryan  Engineering  does  not  currently  operate  a  landfill  at  the 
Executive  Park  site.  Any  transportation  problems  attributed  to  landfill  traffic  are  not  related  to 
the  proposed  project.  Piccolo  Pete's  Deli  also  is  not  located  on  the  Executive  Park  project 
site. 


Contractors  building  the  residential  buildings  now  under  construction  on  the  Executive  Park 
site  are  not  currently  driving  through  the  Little  Hollywood  neighborhood  according  to  the 
prime  contractor.  As  noted  on  SEIR  pp.  68-69,  the  project's  construction  traffic  would  use 
U.S.  101  and  the  ramps  at  Harvey  and  Alana/Beatty. 
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Game  Day  Traffic 
Comment 

S-8  —  Game  Day  Operations:  1)  When  the  Giants  open  their  ball  park  at  China  Basin,  all  off 
ramps  south  of  the  King  Street  exit  will  be  affected,  including  the  Third  St.  off  ramp.  Even 
now,  seven  months  before  opening  day,  back  ups  are  occurring.  If  the  volume  increases,  as  it 
surely  will  even  with  fan  education,  the  whole  of  [the]  Southeast  sector  will  be  impacted. 
There  are  only  a  few  access  routes  into  this  area  and  the  ones  through  Brisbane  and  Highway 
280  have  been  excluded  from  this  SEIR.  (Ralph  D.  House,  President,  Bay  view  Hill 
Neighborhood  Association) 

Response 

With  baseball  games  at  China  Basin,  traffic  conditions  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project 
would  not  be  worse  than  when  baseball  games  were  played  at  3Com  Park.  Traffic  impacts 
from  the  new  ballpark  were  analyzed  in  detail  in  the  San  Francisco  Giants  Ballpark  at  China 
Basin  EIR,  certified  in  June  1997.  As  discussed  in  the  Ballpark  EIR,  the  intersection  of 
Jamestown  and  Third  Streets  would  operate  at  LOS  A  or  B,  similar  to  current,  non-game  day 
conditions  (see  Figures  IV.E.2  and  IV.E.3,  on  pp.  IV.  151  and  IV.  153  of  the  Ballpark  EIR). 

Comments 

What  happens  if  the  Cow  Palace  has  an  event  on  the  same  day  3Com  stadium  is  hosting  an 
event?  The  study  mentions  that  stadium  events  are  insignificant,  as  they  are  only  temporary. 
Adjacent  residents  who  are  routinely  impacted,  or  motorists,  who  are  unaware  of  the  events, 
may  classify  the  traffic  impacts  associated  with  these  stadiums  as  insignificant.  The  project 
sponsor  should  address  and  mitigate  all  impacts  associated  with  the  development  during  all 
scenarios.  (Carlos  de  Melo,  Associate  Planner,  City  of  Daly  City) 

Rec-Park  has  plans  to  host  automotive  racing  events,  truck  and  tractor  pulls,  and  motorcycle 
racing  along  with  other  sporting,  concert  and  other  arena  style  events  to  replace  the  lost 
revenues  from  the  Giants  leaving  after  this  year.  That  means  a  lot  of  these  events  will  have 
"pumped  up"  drivers  who  will  use  the  streets  as  their  own  playground  after  these  events.  We 
have  constantly  witnessed  reckless  driving  from  irate  ball  fans  who  feel  that  it  is  OK  to  drive 
down  sidewalks  and  the  wrong  side  of  the  street  when  confronted  with  post-game  traffic  jams. 
We  can  only  imagine  what  auto  racing  fans  will  be  like  having  to  wait  in  line  with  their  fast 
cars  that  are  going  nowhere.  (Don  Bertone,  President,  Little  Hollywood  Association) 
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I  live  [on]  Jamestown  Avenue  which  happens  to  be  the  next  adjacent  artery  from  Third  Street 
into  the  3Com  Park  where  it  connects  to  Harney  Street  where  the  projects  are  to  be  built. 

We  are  bombarded  presently  with  the  visitors  traffic,  that's  the  game  traffic,  that  enters  in  on 
Jamestown  on  Third  Street  and  we  have  this  consistency  of  all  the  buses  that  park  there  with 
their  engines  running  all  during  the  game  time  because  they  transport  individuals  up  and  down 
Jamestown  Avenue. 

In  addition  to  that,  we  have  which  comes  in  the  impact  of  our  visitors  who  come  to  see  the 
49ers  and  the  Giants  play  and  they  use  Jamestown  as  a  two-way  street  in  and  two-way  out. 
Sometimes  as  a  resident,  we  can't  leave  home  nor  can  we  return  and  we're  required  to  remove 
presently  our  vehicles  off  the  street.  I  mean,  I  think  it's  quite  meritorious  of  us  as 
homeowners  to  accommodate  visitors  and  the  rest  of  the  citizens  of  this  city  to  give  up  our 
parking  space,  we  don't  have  any,  but  to  give  it  up  completely  to  the  street,  and  that  is  also  to 
ask  us  to  continually  be  impacted  by  an  additional  amount  of  building.  (Charles  Clary) 

And  the  transportation  issue  is  one  that's  very  important  to  me.  That  area,  we  deal  with  the 
Candlestick  Park  area  which  is  a  very  difficult  for  transportation  and  I  agree  with  the  neighbor 
who  talked  about  that  issue  that  it's  very  difficult  for  anyone  who  lives  out  there  to  deal  with 
all  the  issues  that  go  on  in  that  area.  (Commissioner  Martin) 

Response 

The  San  Francisco  Giants  will  relocate  to  their  new  stadium  at  China  Basin  in  2000.  After  the 
San  Francisco  Giants  relocate,  the  main  events  at  3Com  Park  will  be  San  Francisco  49ers 
football  games.  Typically,  there  are  11  games  per  year  at  the  stadium  (pre-season,  regular 
season  and  post-season).  In  addition,  there  may  be  some  other  events  at  the  stadium,  such  as 
soccer  games  and  college  football  games  (the  number  of  events  and  their  attendance  levels  are 
not  currently  known).  Even  with  these  other  events  factored  in,  the  number  of  events  at  3Com 
Park  and  the  number  of  potentially  overlapping  events  at  the  Cow  Palace  clearly  would  be 
reduced  substantially  when  the  San  Francisco  Giants  relocate  to  China  Basin.  This  reduction 
would  substantially  benefit  areas  currently  exposed  to  event  traffic,  regardless  of  whether  or 
not  the  Executive  Park  project  is  approved. 

Patrons  at  3Com  Park  events  currently  use  Jamestown  Avenue  as  one  of  four  main  access 
routes  to  the  stadium.  In  addition,  buses  and  private  vehicles  park  along  Jamestown  adjacent 
to  the  stadium  during  events.  With  the  proposed  project,  there  are  not  anticipated  to  be 
substantial  changes  to  the  current  pre-  and  post-event  roadway  conditions.  To  the  extent  that 
the  sponsor  proposes  a  modification  to  a  prior  condition  of  approval  relating  to  the  extension 
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of  the  Executive  Park  West  roadway,  effects  of  such  modification  have  been  analyzed  in  the 
SEIR.  The  proposed  project  would  not  affect  the  conditions  on  Jamestown  Avenue  on  event- 
days  nor  would  it  affect  the  types  of  events  held  at  3Com  Park. 

On  days  that  events  are  held  at  both  the  Cow  Palace  and  3Com  Park,  conditions  after 
construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  not  be  substantially  different  than  the  current 
conditions  when  events  are  held  at  both  locations.  Concurrent  events  at  the  two  facilities  are 
relatively  infrequent  and  may  be  less  frequent  after  the  Giants  move  to  Pacific  Bell  Park.  A 
brief  review  of  the  1999  November  and  December  schedules  for  the  Cow  Palace  and  for  the 
49ers  1999  fall  football  schedule  shows  that  concurrent  events  would  occur  twice— once  on 
November  14  and  once  on  December  12.  For  example,  the  Crossroads  of  the  West  Gun  Show 
is  scheduled  at  the  Cow  Palace  for  November  14  from  9:00  am  to  4:00  pm,  and  a  football 
game  is  scheduled  at  1:00  pm  the  same  day.  Visitors  to  the  Cow  Palace  event  would  come 
and  go  throughout  the  day.  Peak  automobile  arrival  times  would  not  overlap  for  these  two 
events;  departures  may  overlap  if  the  football  game  happens  to  end  at  about  4:00  pm  and  a 
large  number  of  visitors  to  the  Cow  Palace  happen  to  choose  to  leave  at  the  same  time.  Many 
of  the  major  events  at  the  Cow  Palace,  such  as  rodeos,  motor  crosses,  and  dog  shows,  attract 
their  greatest  attendance  on  weekends,  similar  to  events  at  3Com  Park,  or  on  weekday 
evenings.  The  greatest  concentration  of  traffic  from  the  Executive  Park  Development  Plan 
would  occur  during  weekday  peak  commute  periods,  and  would  not  contribute  substantially  to 
weekend  or  weekday  evening  event  traffic.  Because  there  is  no  direct  connection  between  the 
Cow  Palace  and  the  U.S.  101  freeway  ramps  adjacent  to  Executive  Park,  Cow  Palace  traffic 
would  contribute  to  freeway  congestion  on  U.S.  101  but  would  not  directly  affect  streets 
adjacent  to  Executive  Park.  Traffic  destined  for  U.S.  101  from  the  Cow  Palace  would  use 
Bayshore  Boulevard  leading  to  ramps  at  Third  Street  or  ramps  in  Brisbane.  Thus,  there  are 
relatively  few  overlapping  events  and  those  that  may  occur  on  the  same  day  at  the  same  times 
would  not  use  the  streets  or  freeway  ramps  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site. 


Comment 


We  note  that  Game  Day  Operation  was  not  included  in  the  transportation  impact  analysis. 
Because  this  is  a  supplemental  EIR  for  an  already  approved  project,  we  understand  this 
approach.  However,  we  hope  that  any  new  proposals  for  this  area  realistically  address  both 
existing  and  proposed  game  day  impacts  on  the  transportation  system  which  has  been  shown  to 
be  clearly  inadequate  and  in  some  respects  not  subject  to  easy  short-term  mitigation.  (Carole 
G.  Nelson,  Director  of  Planning  and  Community  Development,  City  of  Brisbane) 
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Response 

Event-day  operations  were  qualitatively  assessed  in  the  SEIR  on  pp.  59-62  and  65.  Events  at 
3Com  Park  substantially  affect  the  operation  of  the  roadways  in  the  vicinity  of  the  stadium. 
Both  before  and  after  events,  localized  congestion  occurs  on  the  freeway  and  ramps  in  the 
vicinity  of  Candlestick  Point,  and  high  levels  of  congestion  and  substantial  queues  form  on  the 
local  streets.  It  is  not  anticipated  that  the  proposed  project  would  substantially  affect  these 
conditions,  although  project-related  traffic  would  be  affected  by  event  traffic,  as  explained  on 
pp.  34-36  and  59.  See  also  the  previous  two  responses  in  this  "Game  Day  Traffic" 
subsection. 


Cumulative  Traffic 
Comments 

The  1985  [S]EIR  stated  that  there  would  be  gridlock  on  101  and  all  but  two  (2)  of  the  area 
intersections  by  the  year  2015.  The  SEIR  repeats  this  statement,  but  does  not  address  the 
issue  of  how  much  more  quickly  gridlock  will  occur  on  101  in  light  of  the  expansion  and 
scope  of  the  project  as  currently  proposed  versus  what  was  approved  in  1985,  and  in  light  of 
other  existing  and  proposed  developments  in  the  101  corridor  area.  It  is  of  critical  importance 
to  development  in  the  101  corridor  that  we  address  very  carefully  when  gridlock  can  be 
expected  to  occur  on  101.  (George  P.  Yerby) 

Page  73:  Cumulative  Traffic  Impacts 

The  SEIR  states  that  by  2015  the  U.S.  101  freeway  both  northbound  and  southbound,  the 
Beatty/Alana  and  Harney  on-ramps,  and  5  of  the  7  studies  intersections  will  operate  at  LOS  F. 
The  analysis  should  determine  at  what  date  before  2015  those  conditions  will  occur,  so  that 
mitigation  measures  to  alleviate  this  unacceptable  and  significant  impact  can  be  implemented  in 
a  timely  manner.  (Steven  L.  Vettel,  Esq.,  Gladstone  &  VettelLLP,  representing  The  Yerby 
Company) 

[C]ommon  sense  tells  us  that  EIR  reports  of  only  one  out  of  many  housing  developments  in 
and  around  Visitacion  Valley  CANNOT  adequately  portray  the  realities  of  our  neighborhood. 
I  share  many  daily  frustrations  with  fellow  MUNI  passengers  and  other  commuters  in  the 
mornings.  For  the  past  year  we  have  been  frequently  delayed  by  the  bottleneck  traffic 
congestion  leading  to  the  two  freeways.  Some  resorted  to  buying  their  own  vehicles  to  speed 
up  the  trip.  Others  have  been  leaving  home  earlier  than  before  in  order  to  beat  the  traffic. 
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We  cannot  imagine  the  traffic  nightmare  when  the  massive  Executive  Park  project  and  the 
following  developments  are  to  be  built: 

A.  Heritage  Homes,  Britton  Street  Development  and  the  John  King  Senior  Center  in 
Visitacion  Valley 

B.  Home  Depot  clients  will  bring  in  hundreds  of  cars  into  our  community 

C.  The  international  branch  expansion  of  the  United  States  Postal  Service  on  Bayshore 
Boulevard 

D.  The  full  occupation  of  the  Sunny  dale  Housing  Complex 

E.  Brisbane  Technology  Park  development 

F.  Over  a  hundred  units  of  housing  developments  on  the  neighboring  hillsides 

G.  The  future  developments  near  the  Cal train  tracks 

H.  The  thousands  of  cars  brought  by  the  Cow  Palace  and  the  3  Com  Park  visitors 

I.  The  elimination  of  possibly  two  (out  of  the  existing  six  traffic)  from  Light  Rail 

J.       Other  corporations  will  likely  capitalize  on  the  opportunities  from  our  community  and 
bring  in  more  traffic 

While  our  community  wants  to  benefit  from  economic  opportunities  for  our  residents,  we  have 
to  be  realistic  about  the  culminating  effects  they  will  have  on  our  transportation  system.  We 
don't  need  to  wait  for  the  year  2015  to  know.  Two  mornings  ago,  one  of  my  students  from 
San  Francisco  City  College  was  kind  enough  to  offer  me  a  ride  to  my  teaching  assignment  in 
Chinatown  because  my  regular  bus  was  delayed  for  almost  45  minutes. 

Since  the  study  for  the  Executive  Park  Development  took  at  least  a  few  months  to  complete, 
some  of  the  traffic  information  presented  may  be  obsolete  and  because  this  EIR  only  focuses 
on  the  immediate  area  around  this  project.  To  be  realistic,  its  traffic  study  should  include 
EIRS  of  all  proposed  projects  that  I  happened  to  know  and  mentioned  earlier.  They  should  all 
fit  into  a  more  realistic  and  comprehensive  neighborhood  plan.  (Marlene  Iran,  Visitacion 
Valley  Asians  Alliance) 

Has  a  summary  of  all  proposed  projects  in  the  Geneva  area  been  developed?  A  recently 
entered  into  agreement  with  San  Mateo  County,  Brisbane,  Daly  City,  San  Francisco  and 
others  to  review  future  impacts  in  the  area  has  been  initiated.  In  addition  to  this  development, 
future  projects  that  have  been  mentioned  within  this  area  include:  a  new  stadium/mall  on 
Candlestick  Point,  a  new  U.S.  Postal  Distribution  Center  in  the  northwest  corner  of  the 
Geneva  Avenue/MacDonald  Avenue  intersection,  redevelopment  of  the  Cow  Palace, 
development  of  the  former  Tuntex  properties  in  Brisbane,  and  new  MUNI  light  rail  service  on 
Bayshore  and  Geneva  Avenues.  In  order  to  optimize  our  planning  efforts,  it  may  be  best  to 
review  all  of  the  projects  at  once,  rather  than  individually.  This  would  allow  a  masterplan  for 
required  mitigations  to  be  developed,  and  for  their  costs  to  be  distributed  proportionately. 
(Carlos  de  Melo,  Associate  Planner,  City  of  Daly  City) 

VISion,  the  Visitacion  Valley  Planning  Alliance,  is  very  concerned  about  the  traffic  impact  of 
the  proposed  Executive  Park  Development  on  Little  Hollywood  and  Visitacion  Valley.  The 
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neighborhood  is  already  facing  traffic  congestion  along  Bayshore  Boulevard  which  is  the  main 
thoroughfare  and  access  to  the  freeway  for  the  Visitacion  Valley  Watershed  area  which 
includes  Brisbane,  the  Bayshore  district  of  Daly  City  and  Visitacion  Valley /Little  Hollywood 
districts  in  San  Francisco. 

There  are  currently  two  proposals,  Executive  Park  and  Home  Depot  at  the  Schlage  Lock  site, 
for  large  scale  development  in  this  area  of  San  Francisco.  Both  developments  not  only  are  not 
transit  oriented,  but  will  attract  enormous  amount  of  traffic  through  residential  areas  on 
inadequate  roadways.  There  is  every  indication  that  even  larger  scale  development  will  be 
taking  place  on  the  former  railroad  site  in  Brisbane.  There  is  a  large  high  tech  business 
complex  already  under  construction  at  the  intersection  of  Guadalupe  and  the  western  side  of 
Bayshore.  There  is  also  a  great  number  of  new  housing  units  being  built  within  the  entire 
Watershed.  Meanwhile,  Bayshore  is  expected  to  lose  two  lanes  to  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail. 
Even  if  those  lanes  are  retained,  there  would  be  an  overwhelming  traffic  problem.  (Fran 
Martin,  Visitacion  Valley  Planning  Alliance) 

When  MUNI  builds  the  Light  Street  Rail  on  Bayshore  Blvd.  they  will  remove  2  lanes  of  the 
street  to  use  as  a  dedicated  right-of-way  for  the  train  tracks.  The  street  is  already  suffering 
from  bumper-to-bumper  traffic  during  commute  hours.  MUNI  will  place  new  signals  on  the 
street  to  give  the  streetcars  preference  over  cars. 

Any  development  at  Candlestick  Park  such  as  a  shopping  center  will  completely  place  this  area 
into  permanent  gridlock.  Even  MUNI  will  have  to  wait  in  traffic  as  there  will  be  2  crossings 
on  Bayshore  Blvd.  (Don  Bertone,  President,  Little  Hollywood  Association) 

First  of  all,  in  1975  when  this  project  was  proposed,  I  proposed  1,100,000  square  feet  of 
space.  At  that  time,  there  was  no  development  south  of  us,  two  miles  south  of  us.  Then  in 
1985,  Campeau  Corporation  having  purchased  the  majority  of  the  land  with  myself  and  the 
other  owners  of  the  property  came  in  with  this  1,600,000  feet  of  space.  They  also  did  not 
address  properly  parking  issues  or  traffic  issues.  Again,  there  was  nothing  built  south  of  us. 

Ladies  and  gentlemen  today,  at  Oyster  Point,  1.5  million  square  feet  has  been  approved.  A 
mile  and  a  half  south  of  that,  the  Hines  Corporation  is  building  700,000  square  feet  of  space. 
None  of  that  is  addressed  properly,  in  my  opinion,  and  should  be  in  your  consideration. 
(George  Yerby) 

Response 

The  2015  cumulative  conditions  were  developed  using  the  MTC  Regional  Travel  Demand 
Model,  the  San  Mateo  County  Travel  Demand  Model,  and  a  manual  assignment  of  traffic 
generated  by  major  development  projects  in  the  area,  as  summarized  on  pp.  70-72  of  the 
SEIR. 
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The  regional  and  county  models  are  based  in  part  on  forecasts  of  housing  and  employment 
growth  between  about  1998  and  2015  prepared  by  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments. 
These  forecasts  are  prepared  for  5-year  intervals.  The  MTC  and  San  Mateo  models  assign 
projected  growth  in  housing  and  employment  to  counties  and  to  smaller  traffic  analysis  zones, 
primarily  based  on  census  tract  boundaries.  In  San  Mateo  County,  the  county-wide  model  was 
developed  with  input  from  cities  within  the  counties  and  based  on  expected  development 
projects  and  General  Plan  documents.  Based  on  these  land  use  assumptions,  the  models 
estimate  the  increase  in  vehicle  trips.  This  background  growth  would  account  for  the  travel 
demand  generated  by  planned  and  projected  development  projects  in  the  area.  Development 
projects  that  would  be  accounted  for  in  the  background  growth  include  the  U.S.  Postal 
Distribution  Center,  Oyster  Point,  Cow  Palace  redevelopment,  and  housing  on  Jamestown 
Avenue. 

In  addition  to  using  the  regional  and  county  models,  the  transportation  analysis  took  a  second 
step  to  provide  a  more  detailed  assessment  of  the  traffic  forecasts  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
proposed  project.  The  development  assumptions  for  the  major  projects  in  the  area  such  as 
Executive  Park,  Candlestick  Point,  and  Brisbane  Baylands,  were  removed  from  the  models 
and  replaced  by  a  manual  trip  generation  and  assignment.  The  traffic  generated  by  this  and 
similar  projects  was  added  to  the  future  background  traffic  volumes  as  developed  from  the 
regional  travel  demand  models.  The  traffic  volumes  associated  with  other  planned 
development  projects  in  the  area,  such  as  the  proposed  residential  construction  on  Jamestown 
Avenue  and  the  redevelopment  of  the  Cow  Palace,  are  included  in  the  overall  future  growth  in 
background  traffic,  in  part  because  it  is  not  known  exactly  when  the  individual  major 
development  projects  would  be  constructed.  The  Oyster  Point  development  has  been 
incorporated  into  the  2015  conditions  through  the  San  Mateo  County  travel  demand  model.  In 
addition,  programmed  changes  to  the  roadway  network  were  also  incorporated  into  the 
analysis  such  as  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail  project.  These  changes  included  the  removal  of 
one  travel  lane  in  each  direction  on  Bayshore  Boulevard  and  reconfiguration  of  the  intersection 
at  Bayshore/Blanken/Arleta/San  Bruno. 
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Although  most  individual  projects  have  a  development  schedule,  projects  tend  not  to 
constructed  exactly  when  planned.  It  was  assumed  that  the  major  development  projects  would 
be  constructed  and  operational  by  2015.  In  addition,  regional  travel  demand  model  numbers 
are  only  available  every  five  years.  Therefore,  it  is  not  possible  to  determine  the  precise  year 
at  which  a  certain  intersection  or  freeway  on-ramp  would  deteriorate  to  LOS  F. 

As  mentioned  in  comments  by  Daly  City,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  is 
participating  with  San  Mateo  County,  Daly  City,  and  the  City  of  Brisbane  in  a  planning  effort 
which  will  examine  transportation  demand  and  needed  infrastructure  improvements.  It  is 
possible  that  this  study  may  produce  a  better  estimate  of  when  infrastructure  improvements 
will  be  needed  at  the  Harney  Way  interchange.  Also,  the  San  Francisco  Department  of 
Parking  and  Traffic  and  Caltrans  are  generally  cognizant  of  the  operations  at  the  identified 
locations  and  will  likely  participate  in  ongoing  discussions  with  other  San  Francisco 
departments  and  the  City  of  Brisbane  about  a  possible  freeway  interchange. 


Construction 
Comments 

S-13  —  Since  the  construction  of  the  Proposed  Project  is  anticipated  to  occur  between  1999 
and  2006,  it  will  overlap  with  other  construction  projects  in  the  area,  including  the  Third 
Street  Light  Rail,  P.U.D.  in  the  800  and  900  Blocks  of  Jamestown  Ave.,  the  Sunny  dale  Sewer 
Project,  a  P.U.D.  at  800  LeConte  Ave.,  proposed  Stadium  and  Retail  Entertainment  Center  at 
Candlestick  Point  and  a  Home  Depot  Ware  House  on  Bayshore  with  substantial  infill 
construction  continuing.  Construction  management  consultants  for  the  various  projects  would 
be  required  to  collaborate  (jointly)  with  Neighborhood  Representatives  and  the  Department  of 
Public  Works  to  minimize  or  alleviate  temporary  traffic  impacts.  (Ralph  D.  House,  President, 
Bayview  Hill  Neighborhood  Association) 

In  addition,  the  construction  of  the  proposed  project  is  expected  to  coincide  with  several  other 
projects  in  the  area  such  as  the  3rd  Street  light  rail,  the  49ers  Stadium  and  retail/entertainment 
center,  the  Home  Depot  at  Bayshore  Boulevard  and  the  Brisbane  Baylands  projects.  (Jean 
C.R.  Finney,  District  Branch  Chief,  IGR/CEQA,  California  Department  of  Transportation) 
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Response 

Construction  activities  associated  with  the  proposed  project  may  overlap  with  other  projects  in 
the  area,  as  described  in  the  SEIR  on  pp.  69-70.  Construction  of  the  proposed  project  is 
anticipated  to  begin  in  2000  and  be  completed  in  2004  to  2006.  Construction  of  the  Bay  shore 
segment  of  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail  is  expected  to  begin  in  late  2001 /early  2002  and  be 
completed  in  2003.  The  construction  of  the  Sunny  dale  Sewer  project  in  the  vicinity  of  Harney 
Way  is  expected  to  be  in  2002.  The  proposed  Candlestick  Point  retail/entertainment  is 
anticipated  to  have  a  two-year  construction  period,  but  no  definite  schedule  has  been 
established.  Development  milestones  are  expected  for  the  Brisbane  Baylands  between  about 
2002  and  2013,  although  no  definite  schedule  has  been  established.  In  addition,  there  may  be 
other  small  construction  projects  during  the  same  timeframe. 


Construction  management  consultants  for  these  various  projects  would  be  required  to 
coordinate  with  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works  to  minimize  the  temporary 
transportation  impacts.  San  Francisco  also  requires  coordination  with  MUNI  to  limit 
construction  impacts  on  transit.  This  coordination  takes  place  though  an  interdepartmental 
coordinating  committee.  The  Planning  Commission  could  also  require  that  City  staff  and 
project  sponsors  coordinate  with  neighborhood  groups  to  keep  residents  and  businesses 
informed.  This  is  routinely  done  for  City  construction  projects.  As  noted  in  Chapter  VI, 
Mitigation  Measures,  coordination  of  project  construction  with  other  construction  occurring 
within  the  project  vicinity  (Measure  23,  under  Measures  to  Address  Non-Significant  Effects, 
p.  139)  could  be  required  as  a  condition  of  project  approval. 


Comment 

We  are  also  concerned  about  the  impacts  of  construction  operations.  Streets  that  will  be 
affected  by  heavy  axle  loads  during  construction  are  Alana  Way  and  Beatty  Avenue.  These 
streets  will  be  used  to  haul  excavated  materials  to  recycling  operations  in  and  adjacent  to 
Brisbane.  The  protected  traffic  impacts  are  30-40  trips  per  day.  We  ask  that  the  project  be 
conditioned  to  require  the  project  sponsor  to  compensate  the  City  of  Brisbane  for  the  impacts 
of  heavy  loads  on  the  streets  so  that  a  Pavement  Condition  Index  of  40  can  be  maintained. 
(Carole  G.  Nelson,  Director  of  Planning  and  Community  Development,  City  of  Brisbane) 
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As  described  on  p.  68  in  the  SEIR,  it  is  anticipated  that  a  majority  of  the  construction-related 
truck  traffic  would  use  U.S.  101,  and  the  on-  and  off-ramps  at  Harney  and  Alana/Beatty.  In 
addition,  excavated  materials  would  be  deposited  in  the  Brisbane  Bay  lands  area,  accessed  via 
Alana  Way.  Throughout  the  construction  period,  there  would  be  an  average  of  30  truck  trips 
per  day.  Construction  effects  have  not  been  identified  as  significant  environmental  impacts 
warranting  mitigation.  The  commentor's  suggestion  for  a  condition  of  approval  will  be 
conveyed  to  the  Planning  Commission  by  Planning  Department  staff. 

Circulation 
Comment 

The  second  intersection  of  concern  to  Brisbane  is  the  revised  Executive  Park  West  Extension 
and  Harney  Way.  The  proposal  for  a  revised  configuration  would  delete  a  portion  of  Alana 
Way,  realign  the  remainder  with  the  revised  Executive  Park  West  Extension  at  Harney  Way, 
and  signalize  and  restripe  the  intersection.  However,  the  proposal  for  the  revision  seems  to 
result  in  no  appreciable  mitigation  of  conditions.  It  is  also  proposed  to  retain  the  existing 
configuration  of  Executive  Park  West  Extension  until  a  decision  is  made  to  construct  a  new 
interchange  at  US  101.  Are  there  alternatives  that  could  benefit  the  transportation  system  or 
that  could  better  be  designed  to  work  with  reconfigured  interchanges?  The  purpose  of  the 
proposed  revision  is  not  clear.  (Carole  G.  Nelson,  Director  of  Planning  and  Community 
Development,  City  of  Brisbane) 

Response 

As  one  of  the  mitigation  measures  listed  in  the  1985  Executive  Park  Development  Plan 
Amendment  FEIR,  Executive  Park  was  required  to  construct  an  extension  of  Executive  Park 
Boulevard  from  Alana  Way  to  Harney  Way  (referred  to  as  the  "Original  Executive  Park  West 
Extension").  In  lieu  of  this  design,  the  project  sponsor,  in  conjunction  with  their 
transportation  consultant,  has  developed  an  alternate  design.  This  redesign,  referred  to  as  the 
"Revised  Executive  Park  West  Extension"  would  instead  extend  Executive  Park  West  to  the 
southeast  and  remove  the  segment  of  Alana  Way  between  Executive  Park  West  and  Harney 
Way.  The  three  roadway  alternatives  are  described  in  the  SEIR  on  pp.  44-48.  The  operating 
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conditions  at  the  Harney  Way/Alana  Way/  Thomas  Mellon  Drive  intersection  would  be 
improved,  with  shorter  delay  and  better  LOS,  under  the  Revised  Executive  Park  West 
Extension  compared  to  either  the  current  roadway  configuration  and  the  Original  Executive 
Park  West  Extension,  because  one  of  the  three  legs  of  this  intersection  would  be  removed. 
Other  study  intersections  would  be  the  same  under  all  three  roadway  configurations.  The 
existing  roadway  configuration  and  the  original  extension  would  be  more  compatible  with 
traffic  management  activities  used  before  and  after  events  at  3Com  Park  than  would  the 
Revised  Extension,  as  discussed  on  pp.  61-62  of  the  SEIR. 

Preliminary  designs  for  the  new  U.S.  101  interchange  designs  were  provided  to  the  project 
sponsor  and  its  transportation  consultant.  Based  on  the  right-of-way  needed  for  the 
interchange,  it  was  determined  that  the  interchange  would  eliminate  both  designs  for  the 
Executive  Park  Boulevard  West  Extension.  In  addition,  it  was  determined  that  any  roadway 
configuration  extending  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West  would  be  eliminated  by  a  new 
interchange.  Under  these  circumstances,  the  project  sponsor  has  proposed  to  retain  the 
existing  configuration  until  decisions  regarding  the  interchange  have  been  made. 

Transit 
Comments 

Page  38:  Executive  Park  Shuttle 

Describe  the  current  ridership  levels  on  the  Executive  Park  Shuttle  (see  page  5-11  of  Wilbur 
Smith  Associates  Final  Transportation  Report).  What  percentage  of  current  employees  of 
Executive  Park  take  transit,  as  compared  with  single-occupant  vehicles  and  carpools?  (Steven 
L.  Vettel,  Esq.,  Gladstone  &  VettelLLP,  representing  The  Yerby  Company) 

Ridership  survey  indicates  shuttle  is  underutilized 

A  very  sketchy  November  1998  summary  of  the  Executive  Park  Shuttle  ridership  submitted  to 
the  Planning  Department  by  the  Project  Sponsor's  attorney  for  the  draft  transportation  study 
indicates  that  the  shuttle  is  underutilized.  The  shuttle,  which  makes  a  loop  from  Executive 
Park  to  nearby  Sunset  Scavengers,  and  stops  at  Bayshore/Blanken  before  arriving  at  the 
Balboa  BART  station,  had  an  average  of  27  am  and  27  pm  riders  per  day  in  November  1998. 
Given  that  1,130  employees  work  at  Executive  Park,  27  riders  both  ways  is  not  much 
ridership... 
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The  SEIR  should  answer  the  following  questions:  How  many  current  Executive  Park 
employees  are  now  using  public  transit  to  get  to  work?  How  long  does  it  take  San  Francisco 
residents  currently  to  get  to  jobs  at  Executive  Park  using  public  transportation?  What  would 
be  the  impact  of  the  current  transit  system  on  hotel  workers,  whose  shifts  run  everything  but 
from  9  am  to  5  pm  and  therefore  do  not  correspond  with  peak  transit  service? 

How  long  would  it  take  for  hotel  workers  (who  are  low-income  workers  and  do  not  live  in  the 
same  neighborhoods  as  the  majority  office  workers  who  currently  work  at  Executive  Park)  to 
get  to  jobs  at  Executive  Park  using  public  transportation.  For  example,  how  long  would  it 
take  an  employee  in  Hunters  Point  or  Chinatown  to  get  to  work  using  public  transit?  How 
does  the  transit  situation  impact  the  San  Francisco  job  base?  Specifically,  does  the  transit 
situation  create  a  disincentive  for  the  employment  of  San  Francisco  residents  who  can  not  as 
easily  drive  to  work  as  San  Mateo  County  residents?  {Faith  Raider,  Researcher,  Hotel 
Employees  &  Restaurant  Employees  Union  Local  2) 

Response 

The  Executive  Park  shuttle  is  a  weekday  peak  period,  peak  direction  shuttle  service  that 
connects  Executive  Park  with  Caltrain,  MUNI  and  SamTrans  routes  on  Bayshore  Boulevard, 
and  the  Balboa  Park  BART  station.  On-board  ridership  surveys  were  conducted  throughout 
November  1998.  On  average,  there  were  approximately  36  shuttle  riders  during  the  morning 
and  34  during  the  evening.  About  80%  of  the  riders  were  destined  to  or  from  Executive  Park. 
It  is  expected  that  as  more  office  space  is  constructed  at  Executive  Park,  more  commuters 
would  use  the  shuttle  service. 

A  statistically  valid  survey  of  existing  employees  at  Executive  Park  to  determine  their  mode  of 
travel  has  not  been  conducted.  Therefore,  the  travel  modes  of  the  existing  employees  are  not 
currently  known.  As  explained  above  under  Transportation  Methodology,  for  the  analysis 
conducted  in  the  SEIR,  the  San  Francisco  Citywide  Travel  Behavior  Survey  (CTBS)  was  used 
to  determine  the  mode  split  of  employees  and  visitors  of  the  proposed  project.  The  CTBS 
mode  split  assumptions  were  adjusted  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  and  Wilbur 
Smith  Associates  to  account  for  the  location  and  nature  of  the  proposed  project.  In  particular, 
the  transit  trip  percentage  for  Superdistrict  3  was  reduced  to  account  for  the  limited  transit 
service  to  the  project  site. 
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The  average  commute  time  for  current  employees  at  Executive  Park  is  not  currently  known. 
However,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  time  varies  substantially,  depending  upon  each  employee's 
residence  location,  auto  availability,  and  proximity  to  transit  service.  Because  the  same  would 
be  true  for  future  employees  at  the  proposed  project,  it  was  not  necessary  or  appropriate  to 
employ  a  survey  of  existing  workers  at  the  project  site  to  obtain  information  to  forecast  future 
travel  behavior. 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  could  choose  to  require  that  mitigation  measure 
15. a,  on  p.  133  of  the  SEIR,  be  implemented  by  the  project  sponsor  to  assist  employees, 
including  those  from  the  proposed  hotel,  to  commute  by  transit.  Measure  15. a  would  increase 
the  frequency  of  shuttle  service  at  the  site,  coordinate  shuttle  schedules  with  regional  transit 
schedules,  and  require  tenants  to  provide  a  "guaranteed  ride  home"  to  those  who  work  beyond 
shuttle  or  transit  service  hours. 


Comments 

The  DSEIR's  discussion  of  transit  (pp.  36-39)  does  not  give  a  realistic  picture  of  the  difficulty 
of  getting  from  any  point  in  San  Francisco  to  Executive  Park  using  public  transportation  due  to 
the  lack  of  crosstown  service,  the  numerous  transfers  required  and  the  prohibitively  long  travel 
time  required  to  make  most  journeys. . . 

Little  crosstown  service 

The  DSEIR  fails  to  note  that  many  of  the  neighborhoods  where  low-income  hotel  workers  can 
afford  to  live  are  not  within  easy  walking  distance  of  the  main  bus  routes  serving  the  South 
Bayshore  area,  the  15-Third  and  the  9-San  Bruno.  Even  workers  in  Hunters  Point  and 
Bayview,  as  well  as  workers  from  Excelsior  and  Portola,  would  probably  have  to  take  a  first 
bus  (in  the  case  of  Hunters  Point,  the  54-Felton),  then  transfer  to  the  15  or  9  bus,  then  transfer 
a  third  time  at  Bayshore  Blvd.  at  Blanken  Avenue  to  make  the  connection  to  Executive  Park. 

To  get  the  last  mile  from  Bayshore/Blanken  to  Executive  Park,  Muni  riders  must  take  either 
the  56-Rutland  or  the  Executive  Park  Shuttle.  During  weekday  peak  hours  only,  the  Executive 
Park  Shuttle  stops  at  Blanken/Bayshore  every  half  an  hour,  as  does  the  56-Rutland,  which  is 
not  very  frequent  given  that  this  is  not  the  first  bus  the  rider  will  have  taken  on  the  journey. 

Workers  who  are  likely  to  take  BART,  from  Chinatown,  the  Tenderloin,  or  the  Mission, 
would  disembark  at  Balboa  Park  Station,  3.5  miles  from  Executive  Park.  At  that  point  they 
would  need  to  either  transfer  first  to  the  9  or  15  bus,  then  to  the  56,  or  take  the  Executive 
Park  Shuttle. 
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These  multi-transfer  journeys  are  obviously  prohibitive.  The  DSEIR  should  discuss  the  MUNI 
standards  on  rider  convenience.  Has  the  department  consulted  with  MUNI  to  identify  the 
disincentives  created  by  the  number  of  transfers  required,  especially  at  stops  as  isolated  and 
unwelcoming  as  Bayshore/Blanken?  The  DSEIR  mentions  that  "although  shuttle  connections 
are  available  at  MUNI  and  Sam  Trans  stops,  essentially  all  shuttle  users  presently  travel  by 
BART  or  Caltrain"  (p.  38)  and  not  Muni.  Why  are  no  transfers  currently  being  made  between 
Muni  and  the  Shuttle? 

Long  travel  times 

The  DSEIR  fails  to  mention  how  long  any  of  the  transit  routes,  including  all  connections, 
would  take.  Just  taking  the  9  or  15  bus  without  any  connections  is  time-consuming. 
Traveling  between  Bayshofe  where  Arleta  Avenue  meets  Blanken  Ave.  and  Third  and  Market 
Street,  for  example,  takes  45  minutes  alone  without  connections. 121  In  addition,  the  9  and  15 
and  the  other  primary  bus  lines  serving  the  Third  Street  corridor  often  provide  unreliable 
service,  leading  to  extended  waiting  periods/3'  Express  buses  only  run  during  weekday  peak 
periods. 

No  service  after  7pm 

The  DSEIR  fails  to  mention  that  for  the  last  leg  of  the  journey,  the  mile  between 
Bayshore/Blanken  and  Executive  Park,  there  is  no  transit  service  after  7  pm.  The  Executive 
Park  Shuttle  stops  running  at  6  pm,  and  the  56-Rutland  ceases  services  at  7  pm.  Hotel 
employees  who  arrive  at  or  leave  work  after  7  pm  will  have  no  transit  connection  until  the 
following  morning.  Walking  from  Bayshore/Blanken  is  not  really  an  alternative  for  hotel 
workers,  many  of  whom  are  women  leaving  or  arriving  at  work  after  dark. 

Third  Street  light  rail  not  a  final  solution 

A  Third  Street  light  rail  line  will  improve  somewhat  transit  services  along  Third  Street. 
However,  this  improvement  will  not  address  two  of  the  primary  obstacles  San  Francisco 
residents  would  face  in  getting  to  jobs  at  Executive  Park.  Crosstown  traffic  and  transit  on  the 
final  leg  of  the  journey  from  Bayshore/Blanken  to  Executive  Park  will  not  be  improved  by  the 
development  of  a  Third  Street  Light  Rail  unless  reliable,  effective  transit  is  provided  to  take 
riders  from  the  light  rail  to  Executive  Park. 

[Footnotes  from  letter] 

/2/Third  Street  Light  Rail  Project  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (pp.  3-7). 
/3/According  to  the  FEIR:  "These  lines  traverse  the  dense  and  congested  streets  in  Downtown 
San  Francisco  (Downtown)  before  traveling  into  the  southeastern  part  of  the  City.  Buses 
caught  in  this  traffic  congestion  often  provide  unreliable  service  south  of  Downtown. 
Currently,  passengers  may  experience  overcrowding  and  extended  waiting  times  between 
buses,  as  well  as  slower  operating  times  and  increased  travel  times.  This  situation  is  projected 
to  worsen  as  traffic  in  Downtown  and  along  the  Corridor  increases  to  projected  2015  levels" 
(PP- 1-3). 

{Faith  Raider,  Researcher,  Hotel  Employees  &  Restaurant  Employees  Union  Local  2) 
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As  described  in  the  SEIR  (pp.  36-39)  access  to  and  from  the  Executive  Park  site  is  currently 
difficult  via  transit,  due  to  limited  connections  to  the  rest  of  San  Francisco,  requiring  more 
than  one  transfer.  Because  the  locations  of  current  and  projected  employees  of  the  Executive 
Park  site  are  not  known  and  could  not  be  known,  it  is  not  possible  to  determine  precise  transit 
travel  times.  However,  it  is  understood  that  the  need  for  several  transfers  makes  transit  use 
less  attractive  to  most  commuters.  Currently,  MUNI  operates  one  route  to  Executive  Park 
(7:00  am  to  7:00  pm)  and  five  routes  in  the  vicinity  of  the  site  (all  operating  on  Bay  shore 
Boulevard  from  5:30  am  to  12:00  am).  SamTrans  operates  two  routes  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
site  (also  on  Bayshore  Boulevard  from  6:00  am  to  12:00  am).  In  addition,  a  Caltrain  station 
(the  Bayshore  Station,  operating  from  5:00  am  to  12:00  am)  is  located  on  Tunnel  Avenue, 
within  about  one  mile  of  the  project  site;  a  few  employees  choose  to  walk  to  Executive  Park 
from  Caltrain,  while  others  use  the  Executive  Park  shuttle  to  access  the  site. 

Executive  Park  currently  operates  a  weekday  peak  period,  peak  direction  shuttle  service  that 
connects  Executive  Park  with  Caltrain,  MUNI  and  SamTrans  routes  on  Bayshore  Boulevard, 
and  the  Balboa  Park  BART  station.  In  addition,  the  56-Rutland  can  be  used  to  access 
Executive  Park  from  other  MUNI  routes,  SamTrans  and  Caltrain.   The  MUNI  56-Rutland 
bus  route  and  the  Executive  Park  shuttle  are  currently  underutilized,  with  low  daily  and  peak 
hour  ridership. 

As  a  result  of  the  difficulty  in  using  transit  to  access  the  proposed  project,  only  a  small 
percentage  of  the  project-generated  trips  were  assigned  to  transit.    For  purposes  of  the  SEIR 
transportation  analysis  it  was  assumed  that  a  majority  of  the  residents,  employees  and  visitors 
of  the  proposed  project  would  use  automobiles  to  travel  to  and  from  the  project  site. 

The  Executive  Park  shuttle  would  be  rerouted  to  serve  the  Third  Street  light  rail  on  Bayshore 
Boulevard.  In  addition,  the  existing  Transportation  Management  Plan  for  Executive  Park 
includes  the  provision  for  expanding  the  shuttle  service,  as  appropriate,  to  meet  the  needs  of 
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the  employees,  visitors  and  residents  of  Executive  Park.  Although  not  currently  provided,  the 
shuttle  service  would  also  be  expanded  to  provide  service  between  Executive  Park  and 
downtown  San  Francisco,  when  warranted.  In  addition,  further  improvements  to  the  shuttle 
service  would  be  made,  as  necessary,  including  increased  hours  of  operation  and  connection  to 
other  major  transit  hubs. 


Parking 
Comment 

S-ll  —  A  substantial  parking  spillover  into  the  Bayview  Hill  and  Little  Hollywood  would 
likely  occur,  affecting  the  residential  character  and  inconveniencing  residents.  The  impact  of 
the  parking  shortfall  on  the  character  of  the  Bayview  Hill  and  Little  Hollywood 
Neighborhoods  is  considered  a  significant  impact  for  which  mitigation  is  suggested.  "These 
neighborhoods  have  suffered  greatly  over  many  years  from  the  use  of  our  streets  for  parking, 
access  and  egress  to  and  from  Candlestick  (3Com)  Park. "  Our  sidewalks  and  streets  are  in 
terrible  condition  because  we  must  not  park  curbside.  This  expansion  will  continue  this 
hardship  into  perpetuity. "  (Ralph  D.  House,  President,  Bayview  Hill  Neighborhood 
Association) 

Response 

As  noted  by  the  commentor,  the  SEIR  acknowledges  the  potential  for  a  substantial  parking 
spillover  into  Little  Hollywood  due  to  buildout  of  the  project  on  p.  64.  The  SEIR  also  notes 
that  spillover  parking  on  game  days  would  not  occur  as  often  in  the  future  because  the  San 
Francisco  Giants  will  move  to  the  new  ballpark  at  China  Basin  in  April  2000. 

Mitigation 
Comments 

The  proposed  project  "deletes"  transportation  improvements  previously  considered  essential  to 
serve  the  site.  Since  the  number  of  trips  anticipated  to  be  generated  by  the  current  proposed 
development  has  gone  up  considerably  as  compared  to  previous  approvals,  we  do  not  see  any 
conditions  which  justify  the  "deletion"  of  previously  required  conditions  of  approval.  To  the 
contrary,  I  believe  that  additional  mitigations  are  required  to  solve  the  traffic  problems 
identified  in  the  current  SEIR. 
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The  current  proposal  would  also  negate  the  1985  condition  that  commercial  parking  be  limited 
to  3,235  spaces,  in  order  to  mitigate  traffic  impacts.  This  limitation  was  put  in  place  to 
require  the  developer  to  either  create  a  more  transit-friendly  project  or  reduce  the  amount  of 
office  space  proposed.  Now,  the  developer  wants  to  do  neither.  The  SEIR  does  not 
adequately  address  this  very  significant  change.  (George  P.  Yerby) 

Page  130:  Existing  Transportation  Mitigation  Measures 

The  1985  approvals  required  the  extension  of  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West  to  Harney  Way. 
The  project  sponsor  now  proposes  to  delete  that  condition.  The  SEIR  should  discuss  the 
access  consequences  of  that  rejected  mitigation  measure.  (Steven  L.  Vettel,  Esq.,  Gladstone  & 
Vettel  LLP,  representing  The  Yerby  Company) 


Response 

The  proposed  project  incorporates  all  of  the  applicable  transportation  mitigation  measures  as 
included  in  the  1985  Executive  Park  Development  Plan  Amendment  FSEIR  and  Planning 
Commission  Motions  10461  and  13304,  with  two  exceptions.  First,  plans  for  the  extension  of 
Executive  Park  Boulevard  West  from  Alana  Way  to  Harney  Way  are  proposed  by  project 
sponsor  to  be  suspended,  with  the  existing  configuration  retained  until  decisions  have  been 
made  about  a  potential  new  interchange  with  U.S.  101,  as  discussed  above,  under 
Transportation,  Circulation.  To  account  for  both  scenarios,  the  SEIR  developed  traffic 
operating  conditions  for  proposed  project  with  and  without  the  extension  of  Executive  Park 
Boulevard  West  (see  especially  pp.  61-62  where  the  different  roadway  configurations  are 
discussed  in  relation  to  game  day  conditions  and  the  effects  on  access  to  residences  at 
Executive  Park  and  nearby  residential  neighborhoods).  The  original  Executive  Park  Boulevard 
West  Extension  would  require  that  the  Harney  Way  exit  ramp  from  northbound  U.S.  101 
remain  open  after  events  at  3Com  Park  in  order  for  this  roadway  configuration  to  be  useful  to 
residents.  As  noted  on  SEIR  p.  62,  the  revised  roadway  configuration  could  create  difficulties 
for  event  traffic.  See  also  responses  on  pp.  C&R.39-C&R.42. 

Second,  the  limitation  on  the  number  of  parking  spaces  for  the  proposed  project  would  cause  a 
substantial  parking  shortfall  and  result  in  a  secondary  impact  to  the  adjacent  Little  Hollywood 
residential  neighborhood.  One  of  the  ways  to  reduce  this  impact  would  be  to  provide 


1999. 442E  EIP  10215-00 

—   C&R.55   

EXECUTIVE  PARK  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN  SEIR  DECEMBER  2.  1999 


C.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 


additional  parking,  as  noted  above  under  Transportation,  Parking.  Project  sponsor  may  seek 
approval  to  develop  additional  parking  on  the  project  site.  The  impacts  associated  with  this 
increased  parking  supply  were  evaluated  in  the  SEIR  as  the  Increased  Parking  Variant.  As 
noted  on  p.  63  of  the  SEIR,  the  traffic  impacts  analysis  did  not  assume  that  vehicle  trips  would 
be  constrained  by  the  amount  of  parking  available  on  the  site;  therefore,  while  the  traffic 
impacts  for  the  project  in  the  SEIR  may  be  conservatively  high,  they  account  for  provision  of 
additional  parking  on  the  site. 

The  SEIR  provides  an  expanded  Transportation  Management  Plan  in  mitigation  measure  15, 
p.  133,  compared  to  measures  included  in  earlier  documents.  The  reasons  for  rejecting 
mitigation  measures  from  earlier  EIRs  are  summarized  in  Appendix  A.  An  alternative  that 
would  reduce  the  amount  of  office  and  retail  space  on  the  Executive  Park  project  site  is 
analyzed  in  the  SEIR  on  pp.  149-153.  This  Reduced  Development  Alternative  would  add  less 
than  one-half  of  the  office  space  proposed  to  be  added  to  the  site  by  the  proposed  project. 


Comment 

Page  64:  Parking  Variant 

The  WSA  report  lists  many  alternative  strategies  to  mitigate  the  parking  shortfall  (See  WSA 
Final  Report,  pages  6-7  to  6-10),  yet  the  SEIR  discusses  and  analyzes  only  one:  adding  up  to 
1,870  additional  parking  spaces,  in  violation  of  the  1985  conditional  use  permit  and  the  South 
Bay  shore  Element  of  the  General  Plan... 

Page  134:  Parking  Mitigation  Measures 

The  WSA  Report  lists  many  available  mitigation  measures  for  the  project's  significant  adverse 
parking  impacts  (see  Pages  6-7  to  6-10),  including  residential  permit  parking  in  Little 
Hollywood  and  reducing  the  amount  of  development  by  660,000  square  feet  of  office  to  reduce 
parking  demand.  Yet,  the  SEIR  does  not  discuss  or  recommend  any  of  these  suggested 
mitigation  measures,  even  though  potential  parking  impacts  in  Little  Hollywood  are  deemed  a 
significant  environmental  impact.  The  only  measure  discussed  is  to  increase  on-site  parking 
by  up  to  1,870  spaces,  which  should  be  found  infeasible  given  the  current  policies  of  the  South 
Bay  shore  Plan,  Policy  19.8  and  the  current  conditional  use  permit  condition.  (Steven  L. 
Vettel,  Esq.,  Gladstone  &  VettelLLP,  representing  The  Yerby  Company) 


1999.442E  Eff  10215-00 

  C&R.56   

EXECUTIVE  PARK  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN  SEIR  DECEMBER  2 ,  1 999 


C.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 


Response 

The  Executive  Park  Development  Plan  Transportation  Study  that  is  the  basis  for  the 
transportation  discussion  in  the  SEIR  includes  several  approaches  to  reducing  parking  demand 
from  the  proposed  project.  Most  of  these  approaches  would  not  reduce  parking  demand 
enough  to  remove  the  significant  secondary  impacts  on  the  character  of  the  Little  Hollywood 
neighborhood  caused  by  spillover  parking,  as  explained  on  pp.  6-9  to  6-10  of  the 
Transportation  Study.  As  noted  on  p.  6-10  of  the  Transportation  Study,  in  addition  to 
increasing  the  use  of  transit  by  increasing  shuttle  service,  an  aggressive  Travel  Demand 
Management  program  would  need  to  be  implemented;  these  measures  are  included  in  the  SEIR 
as  measures  4,  5,  10,  11  and  15.  The  improvement  measure  included  in  the  Transportation 
Study  calling  for  providing  additional  parking  at  Executive  Park  (p.  6-8)  is  included  in  the 
SEIR  as  a  Parking  Variant,  and  discussed  in  the  SEIR  on  pp.  10,  15,  27,  and  64-65.  The 
suggestion  on  p.  6-9  in  the  Transportation  Study  that  valet  parking  be  included  is  listed  in  the 
SEIR  as  measure  17  and  discussed  on  pp.  136-138.  Reducing  the  amount  of  development  at 
Executive  Park,  suggested  on  p.  6-8  of  the  Transportation  Study,  is  included  as  Alternative  B 
in  the  SEIR.  Implementing  a  residential  permit  parking  program  in  Little  Hollywood, 
suggested  on  p.  6-8  of  the  Transportation  Study,  is  not  included  as  a  mitigation  measure  in  the 
SEIR  because  it  is  not  within  the  control  of  any  of  the  decisionmakers  who  would  be 
considering  the  proposed  project;  such  a  program  requires  approval  by  a  majority  of  the 
residents  of  the  neighborhood  seeking  the  program  and  cannot  be  imposed  by  the  Planning 
Commission  or  Board  of  Supervisors. 


Comment 

The  SEIR  identifies  that  a  number  of  intersections  affected  by  the  project  are  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  City  of  Brisbane.  The  one  most  critically  affected  by  the  project  is  the 
intersection  of  Beatty  Avenue  and  Alana  Way.  The  baseline  condition  at  this  intersection  is 
LOS  A  with  an  average  delay  (AD)  of  4. 1  seconds  per  vehicle  (spv).  Baseline  plus  this 
project  will  result  in  an  LOS  C  at  this  intersection  with  an  AD  of  1 1 .5  spv.  Projections  for 
the  year  2015  are  for  an  LOS  of  F  and  an  AD  greater  than  60  spv  resulting  in  poor  operating 
conditions  resulting,  in  part,  from  the  proposed  project.  The  EIR  further  states  that  due  to 
congestion  on  the  freeway  and  high  ramp  demand,  queues  would  form  at  the  on-ramp  and  spill 
back  to  the  adjacent  upstream  intersections. 
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The  intersection  is  projected  to  be  signalized  by  2015.  The  SEIR  identifies  Commission 
Motion  10461  and  Modified  Motion  13304  as  requiring  that  the  project  sponsor  contribute 
25  %  for  signalization  when  warranted  by  field  verification  to  maintain  LOS  D  or  better.  We 
believe  that  the  mechanics  of  monitoring  and  securing  the  contribution  from  the  project 
sponsor  must  be  detailed  for  this  proposed  mitigation  to  be  feasible.  (Carole  G.  Nelson, 
Director  of  Planning  and  Community  Development,  City  of  Brisbane) 

Response 

The  intersection  of  Alana/Beatty  is  anticipated  to  operate  at  LOS  F  by  2015.  The  project 
sponsor  is  required  to  contribute  25  %  of  the  costs  associated  with  the  signalization  of  the 
intersection  when  warranted  by  field  measurements  to  maintain  conditions  of  LOS  D  or  better 
if  this  mitigation  measure  were  included  in  conditions  of  approval.  Nothing  in  the  comment 
about  the  measure  suggests  that  it  would  be  physically  infeasible.  Details  of  mitigation 
monitoring  programs  are  typically  contained  as  an  attachment  to  the  conditions  of  approval  in 
the  Planning  Commission  Conditional  Use  Motion,  not  in  environmental  impacts  reports.  A 
draft  of  the  proposed  mitigation  monitoring  plan  will  be  in  the  staff  report  on  the  project,  and 
will  be  available  for  public  review  on  the  Friday  prior  to  the  public  hearing  on  the  project.  If 
the  measure  were  to  be  included  as  a  condition,  monitoring  may  include  features  like  regular 
monitoring  and  reporting  of  traffic  conditions  at  the  intersection  that  would  begin  after 
occupancy  of  a  designated  amount  of  office  space  in  Executive  Park. 

Comment 

The  analysis  in  the  SEIR  does  not  incorporate  adequate  mitigation  measures  to  alleviate 
impacts  to  Highway  101  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  and  other  planned  projects  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  project  site.  The  forecast  in  the  document  indicates  that  the  north  and  southbound  on 
ramps  on  Highway  101  adjacent  to  the  project  site  will  operate  at  a  level  of  service  (LOS)  F 
by  2015... 

We  believe  that  the  City  should  ensure  that  a  freeway  improvement  plan  that  specifies 
mitigation  measures  to  reduce  congestion  on  Highway  101  is  included  in  the  document.  (Jean 
C.R.  Finney,  District  Branch  Chief,  IGR/CEQA,  California  Department  of  Transportation) 
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Response 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  two  analysis  locations  along  U.S.  101  (northbound  south  of  the  1-280 
junction,  and  southbound  north  of  the  1-380  junction),  and  the  U.S.  101  on-ramps  at  Harney 
and  Alana/Beatty  would  operate  at  LOS  F  under  the  2015  cumulative  conditions  whether  or 
not  the  current  project  is  approved  and  implemented.  There  is  anticipated  to  be  a  substantial 
increase  in  traffic  volumes  on  U.S.  101  and  the  study  on-ramps  as  a  result  of  the  forecasted 
development  in  San  Francisco  and  the  region.  The  increase  in  traffic  volumes  would  add  to 
the  existing  congestion  on  the  regional  freeway  system.  Traffic  generated  by  the  proposed 
project  would  contribute  to  the  levels  of  congestion. 

To  reduce  the  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  project  on  freeway  and  on-ramp 
operations,  mitigation  measure  8  on  p.  130  of  the  SEIR,  calls  for  the  project  sponsor  to 
contribute  25  %  towards  installation  and  maintenance  by  Caltrans  of  ramp-metering  signals  at 
the  Alana/Beatty  southbound  on-ramp  to  U.S.  101  and  at  the  Harney  Way  northbound  on- 
ramp  to  U.S.  101,  and  addition  of  a  bypass  lane  for  HOV  vehicles  and  transit  vehicles  at  the 
Harney  Way  on-ramp.  In  addition,  mitigation  measure  15,  on  pp.  133-134,  would,  if  required 
by  the  Planning  Commission,  expand  the  existing  Transportation  Management  Plan  to  reduce 
the  proposed  project's  contribution  to  cumulative  traffic  impacts.  Finally,  the  project  sponsor 
could  be  responsible  for  a  fair  share  contribution  toward  funding  a  new  interchange  with 
U.S.  101  at  this  location,  based  on  the  proposed  project's  expected  percentage  usage  of  the 
facility,  under  measure  16  on  pp.  134-135.  Further  measures,  such  as  increases  to  the 
capacity  of  the  freeway  mainline  itself,  are  not  warranted  as  a  condition  of  the  current  project, 
and  would  warrant  a  thorough  analysis  by  Caltrans,  the  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Commission,  and  all  affected  jurisdictions. 


Comments 

S-19  —  To  alleviate  the  poor  operating  conditions  at  "the  U.S.  101  on  ramps,  a  new 
interchange  should  be  constructed  now  because  traffic  volumes  will  demand  it  during  and  after 
construction  of  the  project.  It  is  a  fallacy  to  wait  until  volume  reaches  an  untenable  level. 
Little  Hollywood  will  surely  be  impacted  from  parking  and  traffic  as  well  as  Bayview  Hill  and 
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Sunnydale  and  serious  consideration  coupled  with  current  implementation  processes  should  be 
started.  (Ralph  D.  House,  President,  Bayview  Hill  Neighborhood  Association) 

Even  more  importantly,  in  dealing  with  the  issue  of  gridlock  on  101  and  the  mitigation  of  that 
gridlock,  we  really  have  to  address  the  issue  of  the  reconfiguration  of  the  entire 
Candlestick/ 101  interchange,  which  has  never  functioned  well.  The  rebuilding  of  this 
interchange,  with  the  attendant  reconfiguration  of  Geneva  Avenue  as  called  for  under  the 
South  Bayshore  Plan,  is  an  integral  part  of  dealing  with  traffic  issues  in  the  101  corridor, 
extension  of  light  rail  to  this  site,  and  the  impact  of  the  proposed  development  on  those  traffic 
issues.  We  propose  that  the  SEIR  be  required  to  address  the  issue  of  exactly  how  the 
Candlestick  interchange  should  be  reconfigured  and  rebuilt  to  address  the  gridlock  issues 
imminently  facing  us  on  101,  and  should  address  how  this  project  needs  to  participate  in  the 
funding  of  a  new  interchange.  The  SEIR  should  not  be  certified  until  the  issues  of  the 
rebuilding  of  the  Candlestick  interchange  and  the  Geneva  Avenue  extension  are  resolved. 
(George  P.  Yerby) 

Pages  134-135:  New  Interchange 

The  WSA  Final  Report  states  that  additional  measures  beyond  those  contained  in  the  1985 
conditional  use  permit  are  necessary  to  alleviate  the  poor  operating  conditions  on  U.S.  101,  at 
the  on-ramps  at  Harney  and  Alana/Beatty,  and  area  intersections  (5  of  7  at  LOS  F  by  the  Year 
2015).  The  only  measure  identified  is  a  new  U.S.  101  interchange  and  the  extension  of 
Geneva  Boulevard  to  that  interchange,  as  proposed  by  the  City  of  Brisbane,  which  would  both 
improve  interchange  flow,  reduce  traffic  at  area  intersections,  and  permit  the  3rd  Street  MUNI 
light  rail  line  to  be  extended  to  the  site  and  Candlestick  Park.  The  WSA  Final  Report  states 
that  this  improvement  will  be  required  and  that  the  Project  Sponsor  should  be  obligated  to 
contribute  its  fair  share  toward  the  funding  of  the  interchange  (p.  6-6).  The  SEIR  does  not 
adequately  discuss  this  recommended  measure  to  mitigate  the  project's  significant 
environmental  impact  in  the  Year  2015  analysis  and  states  only  that  the  interchange  "could  be 
constructed"  and  the  project  sponsor  "could  be  responsible  for  a  fair  share  contribution  toward 
funding."  The  SEIR  should  contain  more  detail  on  the  interchange  proposal,  including 
preliminary  schematics,  projected  traffic  improvements,  costs  and  funding  alternatives,  and 
propose  a  specific  fair  share  for  the  proposed  project,  so  that  a  mitigation  measure  requiring 
that  contribution  can  be  fashioned.  (Steven  L.  Vettel,  Esq.,  Gladstone  &  VettelLLP, 
representing  The  Yerby  Company) 

The  EIR  mentions  potential  new  interchange  construction  with  US  101  and  indicates  that  the 
project  sponsor  could  be  responsible  for  a  fair  share  contribution  towards  funding.  The  SEIR 
identifies  that  by  2015  substantial  increases  on  US  101  will  result  in  frequent  breakdowns  in 
freeway  traffic  flow,  queues  on  the  freeway  and  on  both  northbound  and  southbound  on- 
ramps.  Both  the  Alana/Beatty  and  the  Harney  on  ramps  will  be  at  LOS  F  due  to  "high 
mainline  and  ramp  volumes."  We  know  that  new  interchange  designs  are  being  studied  by 
CalTrans  and  therefore  a  condition  requiring  the  project  sponsor  to  participate  and  contribute 
towards  this  project  should  be  a  part  of  the  mitigation  program.  (Carole  G.  Nelson,  Director 
of  Planning  and  Community  Development,  City  of  Brisbane) 
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[W]e  ought  to  get  them  to  look  at  a  new  interchange  at  Highway  101  which  was  very  briefly 
discussed  in  the  SEIR.  The  City  is  now  looking  at  that  alternative  and  I'm  saying  it  really 
ought  to  be  delayed  until  the  City  has  a  final  plan  for  an  intersection  there.  (Steven  L.  Vettel, 
Esq.,  Gladstone  &  Vettel  LLP,  representing  The  Yerby  Company) 

[T]he  question  that  I  would  like  to  be  answered  has  to  do  with  his  suggestion  of  the  total 
reconfiguration  of  the  101  interchange  and  I  also  think  we  need  to  look  at  the  entire  comments 
of  all  the  proposed  developments  and  also  for  the  reorganization  of  the  Bayview  -  Hunters 
Point  including  the  proposed  light  rail  project,  and... initiate  a  discussion  as  to  what  is  the 
impact  and  how  one  can  propose  the  solutions.  (Commissioner  Richardson) 

Response 

Preliminary  plans  for  new  interchange  with  U.S.  101  at  Harney  and  Alana/Beatty  have  been 
proposed  by  the  City  of  Brisbane.  These  plans  include  a  full  set  of  on-  and  off-ramps,  would 
extend  Geneva  Avenue  to  the  interchange,  and  would  provide  for  a  potential  transit  (light  rail) 
extension  from  Bayshore  Boulevard  to  Candlestick  Point.  This  schematic  has  not  yet  been 
formally  reviewed  by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  or  Caltrans.  Additional  studies 
would  be  necessary  to  identify  the  design  and  effectiveness  of  a  new  interchange,  as  noted  on 
p.  6-3  of  the  background  Transportation  Study.  For  example,  it  needs  to  be  determined  if 
extending  light  rail  westward  along  the  Geneva  corridor  would  be  more  beneficial  than 
eastward  into  Candlestick  Point.  Further  details  on  the  potential  interchange,  in  terms  of 
configuration,  lane  requirements,  amount  of  land  acquisition  and  financing  were  not  available 
at  the  time  of  publication  of  this  SEIR,  and  are  not  available  now. 

If  an  interchange  is  designed  and  approved  at  this  location,  the  proposed  mitigation  measure 
could  be  applicable  to  all  potential  new  developments  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  that 
would  contribute  substantially  to  traffic  congestion  in  the  area,  including  the  proposed  project, 
the  proposed  Home  Depot,  the  49ers  Stadium  and  retail  mall,  and  the  Brisbane  Bay  lands 
development.  Additional  discussions  between  Caltrans,  the  City  of  Brisbane,  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco,  and  other  decision  makers  would  be  required  to  determine  the 
appropriate  formula  and  assumptions  for  determining  each  project's  projected  use  of  the 
interchange  and  its  contribution  to  construction  costs.  Additional  studies  also  would  be  needed 
to  identify  the  costs  of  a  new  interchange.  The  additional  discussions  and  review,  along  with 
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engineering  and  cost  estimates,  could  take  over  one  year  to  complete;  without  these 
discussions  and  related  engineering  design,  it  is  not  known  at  this  time  whether  such  an 
interchange  would  be  undertaken.  Based  on  this  information,  the  likelihood  of  an  interchange 
remains  speculative.  Therefore,  it  would  not  be  appropriate  to  delay  completion  of  the  SEIR 
and  consideration  of  the  Executive  Park  Development  Plan  project  in  order  to  await  final 
decisions  on  design  and  construction  of  a  new  U.S.  101  interchange. 

Comment 

Page  129:  Existing  Transportation  Mitigation  Measures 

Mitigation  measures  that  are  not  required  to  be  implemented  until  demand  warrants  are  self- 
defeating.  If  measures  are  not  in  place,  such  as  easy  Sam  trans  connections  and  shuttle  service 
to  the  Transbay  Terminal,  no  demand  for  them  will  ever  materialize  because  free  parking  on- 
site  will  make  driving  alone  to  the  site  too  attractive.  (Steven  L.  Vettel,  Esq.,  Gladstone  & 
Vettel  LLP,  representing  The  Yerby  Company) 

Response 

As  noted  in  the  SEIR  and  in  other  comments  above,  the  project  would  not  provide  enough 
parking  to  satisfy  all  of  the  demand.  Therefore,  as  commercial  space  is  built  and  occupied, 
demand  for  transit  is  expected  to  increase.  The  project  sponsor  would  provide  additional 
shuttle  service  to  Executive  Park  as  the  demand  for  such  service  is  established  by  project 
employees.  The  need  to  modify  shuttle  service  would  be  reviewed  annually  by  the  project 
sponsor,  in  consultation  with  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department.  The  project  sponsor  is 
required  to  employ  a  transportation  broker,  whose  responsibility  is  to  work  with  building 
tenants  and  employees  and  with  outside  agencies,  to  prepare  and  implement  a  Transportation 
System  Management  (TSM)  program. 

Comments 

Page  138:  Transit  Mitigation  Measures 

The  WSA  Final  Report  suggests  several  transit  mitigation  measures  to  improve  transit  access 
to  the  site  (see  page  6-7).  These  measures  should  be  included  in  the  SEIR's  recommended 
mitigation  measures.  (Steven  L.  Vettel,  Esq.,  Gladstone  &  Vettel  LLP,  representing  The  Yerby 
Company) 
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The  DSEIR  does  not  propose  meaningful  mitigations  that  would  alleviate  the  problems,  such 
as  requiring  the  Project  Sponsor  to  fund  expanded  Muni  services  that  travel  crosstown  to  low- 
income  neighborhoods  and  that  provide  24-hour,  reliable,  and  frequently-running  connections 
to  transit  hubs.  (Faith  Raider,  Researcher,  Hotel  Employees  &  Restaurant  Employees  Union 
Local  2) 

Response 

To  improve  transit  conditions  and  reduce  the  number  of  vehicles  generated  by  the  proposed 
project,  the  project  sponsor  would  provide  shuttle  service  to  the  Executive  Park  site  from  the 
downtown,  as  necessitated  by  demand  for  such  service  by  project  employees.  In  addition,  the 
Planning  Commission  could  require  all  or  parts  of  mitigation  measure  15. a  (SEIR  p.  133), 
such  as  coordinating  shuttle  schedules  with  BART,  Caltrain  and  SamTrans  schedules,  and 
requiring  tenants  to  provide  subsidized  transit  passes.  The  Commission  could  also  encourage 
SamTrans  to  provide  direct  connection  to  the  project  site,  as  in  mitigation  measure  19, 
SEIR  p.  138. 

Other  potential  approaches  to  enhance  transit  access  are  listed  in  the  Executive  Park 
Development  Plan  Transportation  Study  (June  1999,  by  Wilbur  Smith  Associates).  For 
example,  SamTrans  could  provide  transit  service  to  bus  pads  at  the  Alana  Way  and  Harney 
Way  interchanges  that  could  be  installed  by  Caltrans,  and  SamTrans  could  amend  the  County 
Transit  plan  to  recommend  SamTrans  bus  connections  to  the  proposed  project.  These 
measures,  however,  were  rejected  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  in  earlier 
actions  on  the  Executive  Park  Development  Plan,  as  they  were  outside  its  jurisdiction  (see 
measures  19  and  20,  p.  138,  and  see  pp.  A. 7  and  A. 8  in  Appendix  A).  The  Commission 
could  recommend  to  these  agencies  that  these  measures  be  carried  out  when  demand  for 
service  warrants,  based  on  regular  surveys  of  residents  and  employees  at  Executive  Park. 

While  the  Planning  Commission  could  require  that  the  project  sponsor  contribute  to  additional 
MUNI  crosstown  service,  as  suggested  in  one  comment,  such  routes  would  not  exclusively 
serve  Executive  Park  once  the  buses  left  the  project  site.  Therefore,  it  would  be  inappropriate 
to  require  the  sponsor  to  fully  fund  such  service,  and  additional  funding  mechanisms  would  be 
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necessary.  Crosstown  transit  service  is  generally  less  patronized  than  commute  routes  and 
therefore  provides  less  fare  box  revenue.  Thus,  funding  such  an  expansion  in  MUNI  service 
could  be  difficult  in  the  foreseeable  future. 

Comment 

Expanding  shuttle  service  is  not  a  meaningful  mitigation 

It  is  important  to  note  that  an  earlier  mitigation  to  this  project  requiring  that  the  Executive 
Park  Shuttle  expand  service  in  response  to  greater  demand  will  not  adequately  address  the 
problem  created  by  the  lack  of  efficient  reliable  transit  for  the  workforce.  The  current  lack  of 
transit  would  effectively  prohibit  San  Francisco  residents  from  taking  the  hotel  jobs,  and 
therefore  a  demand  would  never  be  created. 

Reliable,  effective  public  transit  services  must  be  created  from  the  get-go  as  a  mitigation  for 
the  heavy  traffic  impacts  created  by  this  project.  Private  shuttle  services,  which  are  more 
difficult  to  monitor  for  delivery  of  promised  services,  are  not  the  solution.  (Faith  Raider, 
Researcher,  Hotel  Employees  &  Restaurant  Employees  Union  Local  2) 

Response 

The  project  sponsor  would  extend  and  expand  the  Executive  Park  shuttle,  as  occupancy  of 
Executive  Park  increases  and  demand  warrants  (see  Mitigation  Measure  4,  p.  129).  This 
would  be  a  more  efficient  and  more  cost-effective  means  of  increasing  transit  service  and 
usage  for  Executive  Park  than  a  major  expansion  of  public  transit  service.  In  order  to  provide 
a  convenient,  reliable,  and  well-utilized  transit  service  for  Executive  Park  residents,  employees 
and  visitors,  MUNI  would  need  to  consider  a  significant  expansion  in  service.  This  expansion 
would  need  to  include  bus  routes  to  and  from  most  of  the  major  city  neighborhoods,  which 
would  entail  great  expense,  with  little  expectation  of  substantial  increase  in  rider  ship.   Even  at 
full  buildout  of  the  Executive  Park  Development  Plan,  there  would  not  be  sufficient  demand 
from  this  project  to  justify  the  expense  of  major  expansion  of  MUNI  service  to  the  area.  It 
would  be  inequitable  to  require  the  project  sponsor  to  be  responsible  for  funding  such  an 
expansion  in  MUNI  service.  The  City  could  consider  establishing  a  transit  impact  fee  for 
development  in  the  Bayview/Hunters  Point,  Visitacion  Valley  and  Little  Hollywood 
neighborhoods  if  studies  showed  that  enough  development  is  likely  to  create  a  fund  large 
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enough  to  provide  additional  MUNI  service  and  that  such  a  fee  would  not  inhibit  economic 
development  activities. 

Lack  of  convenient  transit  connections  would  cause  most  new  Executive  Park  employees  to 
begin  their  new  job  by  driving  to  work  and  most  new  Executive  Park  residents  to  drive  to  their 
places  of  employment.  Therefore,  additional  demand  for  shuttle  service  to  transit  stops  or  to 
employment  centers  would  be  difficult  to  demonstrate,  and  shuttle  expansion  that  is  established 
based  on  demand  might  not  occur.  Expansion  of  shuttle  service  in  advance  of  demonstrated 
demand,  based  on  certificates  of  occupancy  for  designated  numbers  of  additional  dwelling 
units  or  designated  amounts  of  office/commercial  space,  could  increase  the  likelihood  of 
transit  use  to/from  the  project  site  and  reduce  the  amount  of  single-occupant  vehicle  travel 
generated  by  the  project.  The  following  revisions  have  been  made  in  Mitigation  Measure  15. a 
on  p.  133,  under  Measures  Identified  in  this  Report  to  Address  Significant  Impacts: 


15.      To  address  the  project's  contribution  to  cumulative  traffic  impacts  on 
freeways,  freeway  ramps  and  local  intersections  the  project  sponsor 
could  implement  and  expand  the  existing  Transportation  Management 
Plan  to  include  the  following  features: 

a.  Transit/Shuttles 


•       increase  the  frequency  of  shuttle  service  to  accommodate  additional 

demand  and  expand  shuttle  service  hours:  at  a  minimum  begin  increased 
shuttle  service  on  the  existing  shuttle  route  upon  receipt  of  the  first 
certificate  of  occupancy  for  the  first  building  in  the  project's 
Development  Plan,  in  advance  of  any  demonstrated  demand,  and  begin 
shuttle  service  between  the  project  site  and  a  designated  stop  in 
downtown  (such  as  the  Transbav  Terminal)  for  residents  and  employees 
of  the  site  upon  receipt  of  certificates  of  occupancy  for  the  first  one-half 
of  the  proposed  263  dwelling  units.  The  need  to  continue  or  modify  the 
expanded  services  shall  be  reviewed  with  the  Planning  Department  on  an 
annual,  or  more  frequent,  basis. 
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Comment 

Page  134:  New  Transportation  Mitigation  Measures 

The  SEIR  states  that  a  successful  Transportation  Management  Plan  could  result  in  a  reduction 
in  vehicle  trips  by  only  6%  to  20% ,  which  is  a  tiny  reduction  given  the  huge  number  of 
vehicle  trips  forecast.  A  successful  TMP  must  have  a  goal  of  reducing  vehicle  trips  far  in 
excess  of  20%.  (Steven  L.  Vettel,  Esq.,  Gladstone  &  VettelLLP,  representing  The  Yerby 
Company) 

Response 

It  has  been  found  that  Transportation  Management  Plans  (TMP)  have  been  able  to  accomplish 
a  reduction  in  the  number  of  vehicle-trips  in  the  range  of  6  to  20%  (University  of  California  at 
Davis  TSM  Plan,  December  1991),  as  noted  on  p.  134  of  the  SEIR.  The  planned  TMP  for 
Executive  Park  would  be  expected  to  achieve  a  similar  reduction  in  the  number  of  vehicle 
trips.  It  would  not  be  prudent  to  establish  a  goal  in  excess  of  20% ,  since  it  would  likely  never 
be  obtained,  even  with  a  highly  successful  TMP. 

Comment 

We  are  therefore  presenting  some  input  for  your  considerations: 
1 .    The  possible  widening  of  the  existing  six  traffic  lanes  leading  to  the  two  freeways 
(because  the  Light  Rail  may  take  two  of  these  lanes  in  the  future)... 

3.  Since  the  rate  of  development  exceeds  the  slower  rate  of  information  gathering,  we 
propose  an  independent  monitoring  group  be  established  to  provide  our  residents  with 
updated  and  unbiased  information 

4.  All  studies  must  be  inclusive  of  the  culminating  effects  of  the  present  and  upcoming 
developments  within  and  around  the  neighboring  communities... 

6.  Since  frequently  delayed  Muni  passengers  may  receive  some  negative  comments  from 
their  supervisors,  late  buses  should  not  "add  insult  to  injury"  by  expecting  bus  fares. 
Some  of  the  passengers'  jobs  may  be  at  stake  as  a  result  of  repeated  delays.  Also,  from 
experience,  some  of  the  supervisors  and  drivers  need  to  be  more  professional  and 
knowledgeable  about  the  scopes  of  their  jobs 

7.  It  would  be  helpful  if  Muni  drivers  could  provide  "tardy  slips"  to  stranded  passengers  for 
them  to  present  to  their  supervisors 

8.  In  future,  hopefully,  the  Light  Rail  would  be  able  to  extend  all  the  way  to  Balboa  Park 
to  facilitate  passengers  to  connect  with  other  lines  (Marlene  Tran,  Visitacion  Valley 
Asians  Alliance) 


1999.442E  EIP  10215-00 

  C&R.66   

EXECUTIVE  PARK  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN  SEIR  DECEMBER  2 ,  1 999 


C.  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation 


Response 

In  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project,  the  planned  Third  Street  light  rail  will  operate  on 
Bayshore  Boulevard.  The  light  rail  will  operate  in  the  center  median,  which  will  require  the 
removal  of  one  travel  lane  in  each  direction.  It  would  not  be  possible  or  reasonable  to  expect 
the  Executive  Park  project  sponsor  to  widen  Bayshore  Boulevard  to  provide  an  additional 
travel  lane  in  both  directions,  due  to  right-of-way  constraints.  At  this  time,  there  are  no  plans 
to  expand  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail  to  Balboa  Park.  Other  issues  raised  in  this  comment 
relate  to  existing  problems  faced  by  some  residents  of  Visitacion  Valley  and  Little  Hollywood 
in  using  existing  MUNI  facilities;  these  problems  are  not  caused  by  the  proposed  Executive 
Park  Project.  As  noted  above,  the  Executive  Park  Development  Plan  SEIR  addresses 
cumulative  transportation  impacts  from  the  proposed  project  in  combination  with  reasonably 
foreseeable  growth  in  the  project  vicinity. 

Comment 

Essentially,  what  was  proposed  is  a  suburban  office  park  with  5,000  parking  spaces,  creating 
huge  traffic  impacts  and  creating  an  unmet  demand  for  about  1,200  dwelling  units.  Yet  the 
SEIR  doesn't  propose  any  meaningful  mitigation  for  the  traffic...  (Steve  Vettel,  Gladstone  & 
Vettel  LLP,  representing  The  Yerby  Company) 

Response 

Due  to  the  proposed  project's  location,  it  does  not  have  the  benefit  of  the  transit  and  pedestrian 
network  like  the  rest  of  San  Francisco,  especially  the  downtown  area.  From  a  transportation 
perspective,  Executive  Park  more  closely  resembles  a  suburban  office  park  than  a  typical 
downtown  San  Francisco  office  development,  although,  as  noted  by  a  Planning  Commissioner 
at  the  DSEIR  public  hearing,  the  project  site  is  within  San  Francisco  and  should  be  considered 
in  that  light.  Because  transit  service  is  relatively  limited  at  the  project  site,  the  travel  demand 
estimates  for  the  project  (including  trip  generation,  trip  distribution  and  mode  split 
assumptions  as  detailed  on  pp.  49-51  of  the  SEIR  and  in  the  Transportation  Study  prepared  for 
this  project)  were  adjusted  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  and  the  transportation 
analyst  to  account  for  the  location  and  nature  of  the  proposed  project.  As  explained  earlier  in 
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this  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses,  the  SEIR  assumed  56%  of  employees  would  drive 
alone,  37%  would  carpool  and  7%  would  use  transit. 


The  proposed  project  would  include  mitigation  measures  such  as  intersection  signalization  and 
changes  to  the  local  roadway  network  to  accommodate  vehicles  generated  by  the  proposed 
project  and  to  avoid  project-specific  significant  impacts  at  local  intersections.  Under  2015 
Cumulative  conditions,  there  would  be  poor  operating  locations  on  the  freeway  mainline, 
freeway  on-ramp  and  intersection  analysis  locations.  These  conditions  would  be  due  to  the 
future  growth  in  traffic  volume  in  the  vicinity,  to  which  the  proposed  project  would  contribute. 
Mitigation  measures  are  included  in  the  SEIR  that  would  reduce,  but  would  not  eliminate  these 
cumulative  traffic  impacts. 


The  SEIR  includes  a  discussion  of  housing  demand  that  could  result  from  the  proposed 
project,  on  pp.  117-118. 

Comments 

Should  there  be  a  need  to  perform  any  work  or  traffic  control  within  the  State  right-of-way 
(ROW),  please  note  that  such  activities  will  require  an  encroachment  permit.  To  apply  for  an 
encroachment  permit  please  note  that  all  applicants  are  required  to  submit  a  completed 
application  with  appropriate  environmental  documentation  and  five  (5)  sets  of  plans  (in  metric 
units)  which  also  show  State  ROW  to  the  following  address: 

G.J.  Battaglini,  District  Office  Chief 

Office  of  Permits 

Caltrans,  District  04 

P.O.  Box  23660 

Oakland,  Ca  94623-0660 
(Jean  C.R.  Finney,  District  Branch  Chief,  IGR/CEQA,  California  Department  of 
Transportation) 

A  number  of  mitigations  are  proposed  including  several  that  are  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
Brisbane  and/or  directly  affect  transportation  corridors  within  our  jurisdiction: 

9.  Widening  and  restriping  Alana  Way. 

10.  Widening  portions  of  Harney  Way  arid  Executive  Park  Boulevard  East. 

11.  A  contribution  towards  widening  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West  and  the 
Beatty  Avenue  on-ramp  to  US  101. 
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The  EIR  should  address  the  interjurisdictional  approvals  needed  for  these  improvements  and 
suggest  ways  of  assuring  that  appropriate  mitigations  occur.  (Carole  G.  Nelson,  Director  of 
Planning  and  Community  Development,  City  of  Brisbane) 

Response 

Some  transportation  mitigation  measures  would  require  approvals  by  other  agencies  in  addition 
to  San  Francisco.  Mitigation  measures  6.b,  6.g  and  6.h,  on  p.  130,  would  require  review  and 
approval  by  Cal trans  because  they  would  involve  activities  in  the  Cal trans  right-of-way 
adjacent  to  or  under  U.S.  101.  These  measures  include  widening  Alana  Way  west  of 
Executive  Park  West,  including  the  underpass  beneath  U.S.  101;  contribution  toward  widening 
the  Beatty  Avenue  southbound  on-ramp  to  U.S.  101;  and  modification  of  the  intersection  of 
Blanken  Avenue  at  Executive  Park  West,  adjacent  to  the  Blanken  Avenue  underpass  beneath 
U.S.  101.  Measure  6.e  could  require  Caltrans  approval  if  widening  of  Executive  Park  West 
between  Alana  Way  and  Blanken  Avenue  were  to  take  place  on  the  west  side  of  the  roadway, 
within  the  U.S.  101  right-of-way.    In  addition,  a  portion  of  measure  7,  to  contribute  toward 
signalization  at  the  southbound  U.S.  101  ramps  at  Alana  Way  and  Beatty  Avenue,  and  measure 
8  to  contribute  to  installation  of  ramp  metering  signals  at  the  southbound  and  northbound 
ramps  to  U.S.  101  adjacent  to  the  project  site,  would  also  require  Caltrans  approval. 

Some  of  the  transportation  mitigation  measures  would  be  located  within  the  City  of  Brisbane, 
immediately  to  the  south  of  San  Francisco.  These  measures  would  require  consideration  and 
approval  by  Brisbane  staff  and  City  Council.  The  Brisbane  City  line  is  shown  on  Figures  1 
and  2,  among  others,  in  the  EIR.  As  shown  there,  Executive  Park  Boulevard  East,  Thomas 
Mellon  Way,  and  Alana  Way  and  most  of  Harney  Way  adjacent  to  the  project  site  are  within 
San  Francisco;  Alana  Way  west  of  U.S.  101 ,  and  a  short  portion  of  Harney  Way  east  of  the 
U.S.  101  ramps  are  located  within  Brisbane,  along  with  about  1/3  of  the  triangle  of  land  south 
of  Alana  Way  that  is  part  of  the  project  site.  Thus,  widening  portions  of  Alana  Way  and 
modifying  the  intersection  of  Alana  Way  at  Beatty  Avenue,  and  modifying  freeway  ramps 
connecting  to  Beatty  Avenue  and  Harney  Way,  would  require  review  by  Brisbane;  widening 
portions  of  Harney  Way  and  Executive  Park  Boulevard  East  would  not  require  Brisbane 
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review  and  approval.  The  following  text  has  been  added  to  p.  131  at  the  end  of  the  first 
paragraph  to  include  this  information: 

Measures  6.b.  6.g.  6.h.  8.  portions  of  Measure  7  related  to  U.S.  101  on-ramps.  and 
potentially  Measure  6.e  if  the  roadway  widening  were  to  be  carried  out  on  the  west  side 
of  the  road,  would  require  encroachment  permits  and  other  approvals  from  Caltrans  to 
perform  work  or  traffic  control  within  the  U.S.  101  right-of-way.  Measures  6.b.  6.g.  and 
portions  of  Measure  7  (involving  signalization  of  Alana  Way  at  Beatty  Avenue  and  of 
Harney  Way  at  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West  if  extended),  call  for  actions  within  the 
City  of  Brisbane  and  would  require  consideration  by  Brisbane  staff  and  City  Council. 
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AIR  QUALITY 

Comments 

S-15  —  "Local  CO  concentrations  would  not  exceed  state  or  federal  standards  under  baseline- 
plus  project  conditions.  CO  impacts  are  therefore  considered  less  than  significant. "  No!  We 
are  already  (under  current  condition)  suffering  serious  health  problems  due  to  pollutants  in  the 
air.  Anything  adding  to  this  degradation  of  air  quality  cannot  be  tolerated.  (Ralph  D.  House, 
President,  Bayview  Hill  Neighborhood  Association) 

The  first  thing  it  [the  SEIR]  did,  it  did  not  include  the  Bayview  Hill  neighborhood  section  as  a 
part  of  the  neighborhood  that  will  be  impacted  by  the  additional  structures  that  they  are  going 
to  put  on  the  south  side  of  the  hill  and  additional  traffic  that  will  be  generated  because  of  it  and 
the  smog  and  so  forth  that  happens  because  of  additional  traffic.  (Ralph  House,  President, 
Bayview  Hill  Neighborhood  Association) 

Response 

Ambient  air  quality  monitoring  conducted  by  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District 
(BAAQMD)  throughout  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  indicates  that  the  region  attained  the  state 
and  federal  ambient  air  quality  standards  for  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  in  1993.  The  SEIR 
(pp.  94-95)  analyzes  the  potential  for  CO  to  build  up  locally  in  the  vicinity  of  the  congested 
intersections  that  are  most  directly  impacted  by  project  traffic.  A  significant  impact  would 
occur  if  the  concentration  of  any  air  pollutant  would  exceed  the  applicable  ambient  air  quality 
standards.  The  thresholds  of  significance  are  specified  by  the  BAAQMD.  Because  the  project 
would  not  have  the  potential  to  cause  violations  of  the  carbon  monoxide  standards,  localized 
impacts  of  CO  would  not  be  significant. 

Traffic  generated  by  the  Executive  Park  Development  Plan  has  the  potential  to  contribute  to 
region-wide  air  pollution,  including  problems  related  to  smog  anywhere  downwind  of  project 
traffic.  Smog  is  a  combination  of  particles  and  ozone  that  can  cause  a  region-wide  brown  haze 
and  adverse  health  effects.  The  primary  source  of  smog  is  motor  vehicles.  As  shown  in  the 
SEIR  (pp.  92-94  and  p.  96),  the  project's  adverse  impacts  to  region-wide  air  quality  conditions 
have  been  identified.  The  vehicle  trips  caused  by  the  project  and  the  project  with  cumulative 
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development  would  cause  unavoidable  significant  impacts  to  region- wide  emissions  of  ozone 
precursors  (reactive  organic  compounds  and  nitrogen  oxides)  and  particulate  matter. 


NOISE 
Comments 

S-15  —  Noise-'The  Bayview  Hill  Neighborhood  is  now  subjected  to  traffic  noise  from 
Highway  101  and  Third  Street.  We  need  a  sound  barrier  to  protect  the  entire  Southeastern 
Sector  from  Freeway  noise  and  particularly  from  project  site  to  the  280  Highway  intersection. 
We  also  feel  the  decibel  estimate  increase  is  low.  (Ralph  D.  House,  President,  Bayview  Hill 
Neighborhood  Association) 

We  are  already  —  I  can  lay  in  my  bed  in  the  morning  when  the  traffic  starts  heavy  on  101,  and 
it's  like  a  loud  rumble.  It's  impossible  to  sleep  if  I  had  my  window  up.  I  have  to  close  my 
window  tightly  and  sometimes  I  have  to  take  a  sedative  in  order  to  sleep.   We  are  in  the 
process  of  going  to  the  State  Department  of  Transportation  and  Traffic  and  try  to  get  them  to 
put  a  wall  so  that  some  of  that  sound  can  be  directed  away  from  our  homes.  (Ralph  House, 
President,  Bayview  Hill  Neighborhood  Association) 

Look  at  it  [the  project  site]  in  its  present  conditions...  plus  the  noise  and  the  transportation  that 
causes  all  the  noise  at  night.  (Charles  Clary) 

Response 

The  estimated  increases  in  noise  levels  are  directly  related  to  the  increases  in  traffic.  Because 
this  is  a  direct  mathematical  relationship,  noise  impacts  due  to  changes  in  traffic  are  not 
underestimated.  This  relationship  provides  that  a  doubling  of  traffic  results  in  a  change  of 
approximately  3  on  the  decibel  scale  (dBA).  A  change  of  environmental  noise  of  3  dBA  is  the 
magnitude  of  change  that  is  noticeable  to  most  people. 

Existing  hourly  and  24-hour  noise  conditions  and  other  previous  noise  analyses  conducted  in 
the  area  are  discussed  in  the  SEIR  (pp.  101-104).  As  indicated  in  the  SEIR,  some  residential 
areas  throughout  the  Bayview  Hill  and  the  Little  Hollywood  neighborhoods  may  be  exposed  to 
high  levels  of  traffic  noise  from  U.S.  101  and  the  other  major  thoroughfares  in  the  area 
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(including  Third  Street  and  Bayshore  Boulevard).  These  are  existing  physical  conditions 
characteristic  of  the  project  area;  they  are  not  caused  by  the  Executive  Park  project. 

The  SEIR  evaluates  the  impacts  of  the  Executive  Park  Development  Plan  and  cumulative 
development.  While  the  traffic  generated  by  Executive  Park  would  contribute  to  future  noise 
levels  on  U.S.  101  and  the  other  major  thoroughfares  of  the  area,  the  project  contribution  of 
noise  to  these  roads  would  be  substantially  less  than  the  project  contribution  of  noise  to  the 
more  quiet  Blanken  Avenue  and  Harney  Way.  Because  the  most  intense  project  impacts 
would  be  on  Blanken  Avenue  and  these  impacts  would  not  be  significant,  no  further  analysis 
of  traffic  noise  on  other  roads  is  necessary. 

While  noise  barriers  along  U.S.  101  might  provide  relief  for  residents  of  the  Bayview  Hill 
Neighborhood,  these  noise  reduction  measures  would  not  be  necessitated  by  implementation  of 
the  Executive  Park  Development  Plan  because  the  Executive  Park  Development  Plan  would 
not  cause  significant  noise  impacts  along  U.S.  101.  These  measures  would  be  outside  the 
scope  of  this  project. 

Comment 

The  statement  regarding  noise  levels  (page  106)  projects  an  increase  of  50  to  60%  above 
baseline.  The  analysis  fails  to  demonstrate  that  this  increase  would  not  substantially  affect  the 
use  and  enjoyment  of  proximate  SRA  facilities.  (Ronald  P.  Schafer,  District  Superintendent, 
Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation,  Bay  Area  District) 

Response 

The  SEIR  (p.  106)  shows  that  while  traffic  along  Harney  Way  would  increase  approximately 
50%  to  60%  above  the  baseline  conditions  in  the  baseline-plus-project  conditions,  traffic  noise 
would  increase  approximately  2  dBA.  Noise  increases  of  these  levels  would  not  be  substantial 
increases  and  would  not  be  noticeable  to  most  people-.  The  sensitive  receptors  in  this  location 
include  the  State  Recreation  Area  along  with  the  existing  and  future  residences  that  make  up 
the  eastern  half  of  the  project  site.  As  shown  on  p.  108  of  the  SEIR,  cumulative  traffic  noise 
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impacts  would  cause  the  public  and  private  recreation  and  open  spaces  to  become  less 
desirable.  While  cumulative  noise  impacts  would  affect  the  noise  environment  of  the  SRA,  the 
project's  contribution  to  cumulative  impacts  would  not  be  significant. 

Comment 

The  proposed  Executive  Park  development  could  result  in  potentially  significant  noise  impacts. 
Both  the  construction  phase  and  operation  phase  noise  impacts  of  the  development  must  be 
evaluated  in  the  Final  SEIR.  If  the  construction  includes  pile  driving  and  blasting  as  part  of 
the  foundation  work  for  the  project,  significant  noise  impacts  could  be  prevalent  on  adjacent 
residential  neighborhoods.  Mitigation  measures  for  both  the  short-term  construction  and  long- 
term  operation  of  the  project  must  be  included  as  part  of  the  Final  SEIR.  (Carlos  de  Melo, 
Associate  Planner,  City  of  Daly  City) 

Response 

Construction  phase  noise  and  non-traffic-related  operation  phase  noise  was  analyzed  in  the 
1985  FSEIR  and  do  not  require  further  analysis  in  the  current  SEIR  because  there  are  no 
substantial  changes  in  project  construction  methods  or  in  presently  existing  conditions  that 
warrant  detailed  re-analysis.  Chapter  V  of  the  SEIR  discusses  these  noise  effects  along  with 
other  environmental  effects  not  requiring  additional  analysis  in  this  SEIR  (pp.  118-120). 
Chapter  VI  of  the  SEIR  shows  mitigation  measures  from  the  1985  FSEIR  and  the  1976  EIR 
that  would  remain  applicable  to  the  proposed  project  and  that  have  been  incorporated  in  the 
project.  The  Initial  Study  to  the  1985  FSEIR  (Appendix  A  in  that  document)  shows  that 
construction  noise  would  not  cause  significant  impacts  because  of  the  site's  physical  separation 
from  sensitive  receptors;  in  addition,  construction  noise  is  a  temporary  effect  that  generally 
does  not  cause  long-term  significant  environmental  impacts.  Operation  noise  would  be 
reduced  by  mitigation  measures  proposed  in  the  previous  environmental  review  documents  and 
included  in  the  proposed  project  to  address  non-significant  impacts  (see  measures  32  and  33, 
p.  140). 
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UTILITIES  AND  PUBLIC  SERVICES 


Sewage 
Comments 

S-16  —  "A  pump  station  was  added  just  south  of  the  executive  park  site  shortly  after 
construction  was  completed.  The  smell  from  this  station  is  very  bad,  particularly  on  warm 
days.  It  is  unknown  if  this  station  is  connected  to  the  Sunnydale  Sewer  System  nor  whether 
sewage  from  this  station  empties  directly  into  the  bay  but  the  effectiveness  of  the  station 
should  be  analyzed  and  steps  taken  [to]  clean  up  this  sewage.  About  two  billion  liters  of 
municipal  waste  flows  through  discharge  outlets  into  the  bay  daily.  At  what  point  will  this 
pollution  kill  wildlife  in  the  Bay  and  make  residences  on  land  unlivable?  Will  this  project  add 
any  dioxins,  PCB's,  pesticides  or  other  pollutants  that  will  end  up  in  the  bay.  We  must  take 
action,  at  some  point,  to  eliminate  highly  potent  pollutants  from  our  environment. "  Maybe  the 
sewage  system  is  sufficient  for  the  proposed  additions  in  Executive  Park,  but  its  present  state 
will  degrade  livability  of  this  entire  area.  (Ralph  D.  House,  President,  Bayview  Hill 
Neighborhood  Association) 


The  original  plan  approved  in  1985  for  this  portion  of  the  Executive  Park  is  too  old  and  no 
longer  addresses  adequately  the  issue  of  the  impact  of  the  proposed  project  on  exiting  the 
traffic  system  and  the  existing  sewer  system.  In  the  last  fourteen  of  fifteen  years  since  this 
portion  of  the  Executive  Park  was  initially  approved,  substantial  changes  have  occurred, 
including  the  development  of  a  Home  Depot  as  well  as  other  development  projects  not 
contemplated  when  the  original  plan  was  considered  in  1985.  The  entire  concept  initially 
approved  for  Executive  Park  must  be  considered  in  light  of  traffic,  housing,  sewer  and  other 
infrastructure  issues  as  well  as  in  light  of  the  City's  current  planning  objectives.  The  current 
plan  is  too  dense  and  is  based  on  a  concept  that  is  no  longer  viable  in  light  of  the  overburdened 
traffic  and  sewer  systems  (see  discussion  below  regarding  traffic  and  sewer  issues).  (Shirley 
Jones,  Executive  Park  Community  Advisory  Board) 

Response 

San  Francisco  adopted  a  Wastewater  Master  Plan  in  1974  to  improve  its  combined  sewer 
system  and  the  quality  of  its  discharges.  This  plan  proposed  a  series  of  improvements  and 
additions  to  San  Francisco's  sewage  treatment,  transport,  and  disposal  capacity  to  bring  the 
City  into  regulatory  compliance  by  greatly  reducing  the  number  of  combined  sewer  overflows 
and  increasing  the  water  quality  of  combined  sewer  overflows  compared  to  pre- 1974 
conditions.  The  system  was  completed  in  1997,  bringing  the  City  into  full  regulatory 
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compliance.  All  sanitary  wastewater  and  storm  water  generated  in  the  City  are  treated  prior  to 
discharge  in  accordance  with  permits  issued  by  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board,  the 
regulatory  entity  charged  with  protecting  the  water  quality  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay.  The 
existing  combined  sewer  system  fully  complies  with  all  applicable  rules  and  regulations, 
adequately  protects  water  quality  and  beneficial  uses,  and  is  not  expected  to  degrade  the 
livability  of  the  City. 

As  discussed  on  pp.  112-113  of  the  SEIR,  the  City's  Bayside  Cumulative  Impact  Analysis 
examined  the  question  of  how  such  development  would  affect  the  current  sewer  system.  The 
underlying  development  assumptions  included  the  amount  of  sanitary  sewage  flows  and  the 
amount  of  storm  water  flows  contributed  by  foreseeable  growth  in  the  City.  Sanitary  sewage 
flows  were  based  on  figures  derived  from  growth  projections  by  the  Association  of  Bay  Area 
Governments.  Because  storm  water  volume  is  not  related  to  population  and  employment,  but 
rather  to  the  amount  of  impervious  surface,  only  major  projects  that  would  substantially 
change  the  amount  of  impervious  surface  were  specifically  analyzed.  The  proposed 
development  of  a  Home  Depot  is  included  in  the  cumulative  growth  projections  for  sanitary 
sewage,  and  because  the  Home  Depot  site  is  currently  developed  with  impervious  surfaces,  the 
amount  of  storm  water  runoff  would  not  substantially  change,  and  therefore,  is  not  a  project 
that  would  have  a  noticeable  effect  on  the  operation  of  the  Bayside  combined  sewer  system. 

With  regard  to  the  pump  station  south  of  the  project  site,  this  pump  station  is  connected  to  the 
City's  combined  sewer  system,  but  does  contain  an  overflow  outfall  point.  This  overflow 
point  discharges  treated  combined  sanitary  wastewater  and  storm  water  during  wet  weather  in 
accordance  with  discharge  permits  issued  by  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board.  With 
regard  to  odors  emanating  from  the  pump  station,  any  odors  are  likely  related  to  biological 
processes  typical  of  sewer  systems  and  not  to  faulty  operation  or  limited  capacity  of  the  pump 
station.  Thus,  the  project  would  have  no  effect  on  odors  from  the  pump  station. 
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Stormwater  Runoff 


Comments 

The  proposed  development  would  disturb  more  than  five  acres  of  land  during  construction.  It 
must  be  covered  under  the  State  NPDES  General  Permit  for  Discharges  of  Storm  Water 
Associated  with  Construction  Activity  (General  Permit).  This  can  be  accomplished  by  filing  a 
Notice  of  Intent  with  the  State  Water  Resources  Control  Board,  Division  of  Water  Quality. 
The  project  sponsor  must  propose  and  implement  control  measures  that  are  consistent  with  the 
General  Permit  and  with  the  recommendations  and  policies  of  the  local  agency  and  the 
RWQCB. 

The  Regional  Board  is  unable  to  offer  more  specific  comment  at  this  time.  However,  I  have 
attached  a  copy  of  our  General  Comments,  which  discuss  the  Regional  Board's  area  of 
responsibility,  and  which  should  help  guide  in  the  preparation  of  further  CEQA 
documentation.  Regional  Board  staff  also  encourage  the  lead  agency  to  obtain  a  copy  of  "Start 
at  the  Source,"  a  design  guidance  manual  for  stormwater  quality  protection  from  the  Bay  Area 
Stormwater  Management  Agencies  Association.  The  manual  may  be  obtained  at  most  cities 
planning  offices,  or  by  calling  1-800-773-7247.  The  information  in  the  manual  will  provide 
innovative  ways  of  designing  parking  lots  and  drainage  systems  for  many  types  of 
developments. 

The  RWQCB' s  Urban  Runoff  Management  Program  requires  Bay  Area  municipalities  to 
develop  and  implement  storm  water  management  plans  (SWMPs).  The  SWMPs  must  include 
a  program  for  implementing  new  development  and  construction  site  storm  water  quality 
controls.  The  objective  of  this  component  is  to  ensure  that  appropriate  measures  to  control 
pollutants  from  new  development  are  considered  during  the  planning  phase,  before 
construction  begins;  implemented  during  the  construction  phase;  and  maintained  after 
construction,  throughout  the  life  of  the  project... 

Storm  water  is  the  major  source  of  fresh  water  to  creeks  and  waterways.  Storm  water  quality 
is  affected  by  a  variety  of  land  uses  and  the  pollutants  generated  by  these  activities. 
Development  and  construction  activities  cause  both  site-specific  and  cumulative  water  quality 
impacts.  Water  quality  degradation  may  occur  during  construction  due  to  discharges  of 
sediment,  chemicals,  and  wastes  to  nearby  storm  drains  or  creeks.  Water  quality  degradation 
may  occur  after  construction  is  complete,  due  to  discharges  of  petroleum  hydrocarbons,  oil, 
grease,  and  metals  from  vehicles,  pesticides  and  fertilizers  from  landscaping,  and  bacteria 
from  pets  and  people.  Runoff  may  be  concentrated  and  storm  water  flow  increased  by  newly 
developed  impervious  surfaces,  which  will  mobilize  and  transport  pollutants  deposited  on  these 
surfaces  to  storm  drains  and  creeks.  Changes  in  runoff  quantity  or  velocity  may  cause  erosion 
or  siltation  in  streams.  Cumulatively,  these  discharges  will  increase  pollutant  loads  in  creeks 
and  wetlands  within  the  local  watershed,  and  ultimately  in  San  Francisco  Bay. 
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To  assist  municipalities  in  the  Bay  Area  with  complying  with  an  area-wide  NPDES  Municipal 
Storm  Water  Permit  or  to  develop  a  Baseline  Urban  Runoff  Program  (if  they  are  not  yet  a  co- 
permittee  with  a  Municipal  Storm  Water  Permit),  the  Regional  Board  distributed  the  Staff 
Recommendations  for  New  and  Redevelopment  Control  for  Storm  Water  Programs 
(Recommendations)  in  April  1994.  The  Recommendations  describe  the  Regional  Board's 
expectations  of  municipalities  in  protecting  storm  water  quality  from  impacts  due  to  new  and 
redevelopment  projects  including  establishing  policies  and  requirements  to  apply  to 
development  areas  and  projects;  initiating  appropriate  planning,  review,  approval,  and 
inspection  procedures;  and  using  best  management  practices  (BMPs)  during  construction  and 
post-construction. 

Project  impacts  should  be  minimized  by  developing  and  implementing  a  Storm  Water  Pollution 
Prevention  Plan  (SWPPP).  A  SWPPP  is  required  by  the  State  Construction  Storm  Water 
General  Permit  (General  Permit).  The  SWPPP  should  be  consistent  with  the  terms  of  the 
General  Permit,  the  Manual  of  Standards  for  Erosion  &  Sedimentation  Control  Measures  by 
the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG),  policies  and  recommendations  of  the  local 
urban  runoff  program  (city  and/or  county),  and  the  Recommendations  of  the  RWQCB. 
SWPPPs  should  also  be  required  for  projects  that  may  have  impacts,  but  which  are  not 
required  to  obtain  an  NPDES  permit.  Preparation  of  a  SWPPP  should  be  a  condition  of 
development.  Implementation  of  the  SWPPP  should  be  enforced  during  the  construction 
period  via  appropriate  options  such  as  citations,  stop  work  orders,  or  withholding  occupancy 
permits. 

Impacts  identified  should  be  avoided  and  minimized  by  developing  and  implementing  the  types 
of  controls  listed  below.  Explanations  of  the  controls  are  available  in  the  Regional  Board's 
construction  Field  Manual,  available  from  Friends  of  the  San  Francisco  Estuary  at  (510)  286- 
0924,  in  BASMAA's  Start  at  the  Source,  and  in  the  California  Storm  Water  Best  Management 
Practice  Handbooks. 

The  project  should  minimize  impacts  from  project  development  by  incorporating  appropriate 
site  planning  concepts.  This  should  be  accomplished  by  designing  and  proposing  site  planning 
options  as  early  in  the  project  planning  phases  as  possible.  Appropriate  site  planning  concepts 
to  include,  but  are  not  limited  to  the  following: 

•  Phase  construction  to  limit  areas  and  periods  of  impact. 

•  Minimize  directly  connected  impervious  areas. 

•  Preserve  natural  topography,  existing  drainage  courses  and  existing  vegetation. 

•  Locate  construction  and  structures  as  far  as  possible  from  streams,  wetlands,  drainage 
areas,  etc. 

•  Provide  undeveloped  vegetated  buffer  zones  between  development  and  streams, 
wetlands,  drainage  areas,  etc. 

•  Reduce  paved  area  through  cluster  development,  narrower  streets,  use  of  porous 
pavement  and/or  retaining  natural  surfaces. 
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•  Minimize  the  use  of  gutters  and  curbs  which  concentrate  and  direct  runoff  to 
impermeable  surfaces. 

•  Use  existing  vegetation  and  create  new  vegetated  areas  to  promote  infiltration. 

•  Design  and  lay  out  communities  to  reduce  reliance  on  cars. 

•  Include  green  areas  for  people  to  walk  their  pets,  thereby  reducing  build-up  of  bacteria, 
worms,  viruses,  nutrients,  etc.  in  impermeable  areas,  or  institute  ordinances  requiring 
owners  to  collect  pets'  excrement. 

•  Incorporate  low-maintenance  landscaping. 

•  Design  and  lay  out  streets  and  storm  drain  systems  to  facilitate  easy  maintenance  and 
cleaning. 

•  Consider  the  need  for  runoff  collection  and  treatment  systems. 

•  Label  storm  drains  to  discourage  dumping  of  pollutants  into  them. 

Erosion 

The  project  should  minimize  erosion  and  control  sediment  during  and  after  construction.  This 
should  be  done  by  developing  and  implementing  an  erosion  control  plan,  or  equivalent  plan. 
This  plan  should  be  included  in  the  SWPPP.  The  plan  should  specify  all  control  measures  that 
will  be  used  or  which  are  anticipated  to  be  used,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  the  following: 

•  Limit  access  routes  and  stabilize  access  points. 

•  Stabilize  denuded  areas  as  soon  as  possible  with  seeding,  mulching,  or  other  effective 
methods. 

•  Protect  adjacent  properties  with  vegetative  buffer  strips,  sediment  barriers,  or  other 
effective  methods. 

•  Delineate  clearing  limits,  easements,  setbacks,  sensitive  areas,  vegetation  and  drainage 
courses  by  marking  them  in  the  field. 

•  Stabilize  and  prevent  erosion  from  temporary  conveyance  channels  and  outlets. 

•  Use  sediment  controls  and  filtration  to  remove  sediment  from  water  generated  by 
dewatering  or  collected  on-site  during  construction.  For  large  sites,  stormwater 
settling  basins  will  often  be  necessary. 

Chemical  and  Waste  Management 

The  project  should  minimize  impacts  from  chemicals  and  wastes  used  or  generated  during 
construction.  This  should  be  done  by  developing  and  implementing  a  plan  or  set  of  control 
measures.  The  plan  or  control  measures  should  be  included  in  the  SWPPP.  The  plan  should 
specify  all  control  measures  that  will  be  used  or  which  are  anticipated  to  be  used,  including, 
but  not  limited  to,  the  following: 

•  Designate  specific  areas  of  the  site,  away  from  streams  or  storm  drain  inlets,  for 
storage,  preparation,  and  disposal  of  building  materials,  chemical  products,  and  wastes. 

•  Store  stockpiled  materials  and  wastes  under  a  roof  or  plastic  sheeting. 

•  Store  containers  of  paint,  chemicals,  solvents,  and  other  hazardous  materials  stored  in 
containers  under  cover  during  rainy  periods. 

•  Berm  around  storage  areas  to  prevent  contact  with  runoff. 
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•  Cover  open  Dumpsters  securely  with  plastic  sheeting,  a  tarp,  or  other  cover  during 
rainy  periods. 

•  Designate  specific  areas  of  the  site,  away  from  streams  or  storm  drain  inlets,  for  auto 
and  equipment  parking  and  for  routine  vehicle  and  equipment  maintenance. 

•  Routinely  maintain  all  vehicles  and  heavy  equipment  to  avoid  leaks. 

•  Perform  major  maintenance,  repair,  and  vehicle  and  equipment  washing  off-site,  or  in 
designated  and  controlled  areas  on-site. 

•  Collect  used  motor  oil,  radiator  coolant  or  other  fluids  with  drip  pans  or  drop  cloths. 

•  Store  and  label  spent  fluids  carefully  prior  to  recycling  or  proper  disposal. 

•  Sweep  up  spilled  dry  materials  (cement,  mortar,  fertilizers,  etc.)  immediately  -  -  do  not 
use  water  to  wash  them  away. 

•  Clean  up  liquid  spills  on  paved  or  impermeable  surfaces  using  "dry"  cleanup  methods 
(e.g.,  absorbent  materials,  cat  litter,  rags)  and  dispose  of  cleanup  materials  properly. 

•  Clean  up  spills  on  dirt  areas  by  digging  up  and  properly  disposing  of  the  soil. 

•  Keep  paint  removal  wastes,  fresh  concrete,  cement  mortars,  cleared  vegetation,  and 
demolition  wastes  out  of  gutters,  streams,  and  storm  drains  by  using  proper 
containment  and  disposal.  (Judy  Huang,  Associate  Engineer,  Regional  Water  Quality 
Control  Board) 

Response 

The  individual  NPDES  permits  that  currently  regulate  the  water  quality  of  discharges  from  the 
City's  combined  sewer  system  include  requirements  for  storm  water,  including  storm  water 
from  construction  sites  within  the  City.  All  storm  water  from  the  Executive  Park  construction 
site  would  drain  into  the  City's  combined  sewer  system,  where  it  would  be  treated  and 
discharged  in  accordance  with  the  individual  NPDES  permits  for  the  City,  obviating  the  need 
for  individual  construction  projects  to  obtain  coverage  under  the  State's  NPDES  General 
Permit  for  Discharges  of  Storm  Water  Associated  with  Construction  Activity  and  to  prepare 
Storm  Water  Pollution  Prevention  Plans.  Nevertheless,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
is  pursuing  coverage  under  a  general  municipal  NPDES  permit. 

U.S.  EPA  Administrator  Browner  signed  the  Storm  Water  Phase  II  Final  Rule  on  October 
29,  1999.  The  Final  Rule  will  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register  in  November,  1999,  and 
will  also  be  available  electronically  on  the  U.S.  EPA's  website.  Under  the  NPDES 
regulations,  San  Francisco  would  be  required  to  develop  and  implement  a  storm  water 
management  program  that  would  include,  at  a  minimum,  control  measures  to  address 
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requirements  concerning  public  education  and  outreach,  public  involvement,  illicit  discharge 
detection  and  elimination,  construction  site  runoff  control,  post-construction  storm  water 
management  in  new  development  and  redevelopment,  and  pollution  prevention  and  good 
housekeeping  of  municipal  operations.  Implementation  dates  for  Phase  II  are  approximate; 
specific  compliance  dates  will  be  set  by  each  NPDES  permitting  authority.  The  reference 
materials  noted  in  the  comment  have  been  used  and  would  be  used  by  the  City  in  its  storm 
water  pollution  prevention  activities. 


Comment 

Wetlands  enhance  water  quality  through  such  natural  functions  as  flood  and  erosion  control, 
stream  bank  stabilization,  and  filtration  and  purification  of  contaminants.  Wetlands  also 
provide  critical  habitats  for  hundreds  of  species  of  fish,  birds,  and  other  wildlife,  offer  open 
space,  and  provide  many  recreational  opportunities.  Water  quality  impacts  occur  in  wetlands 
from  construction  of  structures  in  waterways,  dredging,  filling,  and  altering  drainage  to 
wetlands. . .  All  projects  must  be  evaluated  for  the  presence  of  jurisdictional  wetlands  and  other 
Waters  of  the  State.  (Judy  Huang,  Associate  Engineer,  Regional  Water  Quality  Control 
Board) 

Response 

Although  some  ponding  due  to  groundwater  seepage  tends  to  occur  on  the  upper  terraced 
slopes,  no  wetlands  have  been  identified  on  the  site. 

Comment 
Post-Construction 

The  project  should  minimize  impacts  from  pollutants  that  may  be  generated  by  the  project 
following  construction,  when  the  project  is  complete  and  occupied  or  in  operation.  These 
pollutants  may  include:  sediment,  bacteria,  metals,  solvents,  oil,  grease,  and  pesticides,  all  of 
which  are  typically  generated  during  the  life  of  a  residential,  commercial,  or  industrial  project 
after  construction  has  ceased.  This  should  be  done  by  developing  and  implementing  a  plan 
and  set  of  control  measures.  The  plan  or  control  measures  should  be  included  in  the  SWPPP. 

The  plan  should  specify  all  control  measures  that  will  be  used  or  which  are  anticipated  to  be 
used,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  the  source  controls  and  treatment  controls  listed  in  the 
Recommendations.  Appropriate  control  measures  are  discussed  in  the  Recommendations,  in: 
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•  Table  2:        Summary  of  residential  post-construction  BMP  selection. 

•  Table  3:        Summary  of  industrial  post-construction  BMP  selection. 

•  Table  4:        Summary  of  commercial  post-construction  BMP  selection. 

Additional  sources  of  information  that  should  be  consulted  for  BMP  selection  include  the 
California  Storm  Water  Best  Management  Practice  Handbooks;  the  Bay  Area  Preamble  to  the 
California  Storm  Water  Best  Management  Practice  Handbooks  and  New  Development 
Recommendations;  the  B  ASM  A  A  New  Development  Subcommittee  meetings,  minutes,  and 
distributed  information;  and  Regional  Board  staff.  Regional  Board  staff  also  have  fact  sheets 
and  other  information  available  for  a  variety  of  structural  storm  water  treatment  controls,  such 
as  grassy  swales,  porous  pavement  and  extended  detention  ponds.  (Judy  Huang,  Associate 
Engineer,  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board) 

Response 

The  project  would  generate  storm  water  pollutants  including  sediment,  bacteria,  metals, 
solvents,  oil,  grease,  and  pesticides.  Post-construction  source  or  treatment  controls  would 
reduce  the  amount  of  pollutants  entering  the  City's  combined  sewer  system.  However,  storm 
water  from  the  project  site  would  be  treated  at  the  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant 
prior  to  discharge.  The  SEIR  did  not  identify  any  significant  water  quality  impacts  resulting 
from  storm  water  pollutants  contributed  by  the  project,  and  no  further  mitigation  measures  are 
necessary. 

Comment 

There  is  no  discussion  in  the  Supplemental  EIR  of  the  impact  of  the  proposed  project  on  the 
already  inadequate  sewer  system  in  the  Little  Hollywood/Executive  Park  neighborhood.  The 
sewers  are  currently  overloaded  and  often  back  up,  filling  the  city  streets  with  raw  sewage 
during  storms.  We  are  particularly  concerned  about  this  because  we  understand  this  issue  was 
not  brought  up  at  the  Planning  Commission  hearing  on  September  2nd.  The  Supplemental  EIR 
is  inadequate  in  its  failure  to  address  this  important  issue.  (Shirley  Jones,  Executive  Park 
Community  Advisory  Board) 

Response 

The  SEIR  discusses  the  adequacy  of  the  combined  sewer  system  to  handle  additional  project 
flows  on  pp.  111-113.  The  Sunnydale  transport/storage  facilities,  designed  and  constructed 
during  the  early  1980' s,  accounted  for  development  of  a  residential  and  commercial  project  at 
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Executive  Park.  A  flood  control  project  to  expand  an  existing  sewer  and  provide  relief  from 
localized  street  flooding  is  currently  underway,  and  also  accounts  for  build-out  of  Executive 
Park.  No  significant  impacts  on  sewer  capacity  are  identified  in  the  SEIR. 


VISUAL  QUALITY 


Comment 

Over  600  new  and  existing  homes  are  located  along  the  north-facing  slopes  of  the  Bayshore 
neighborhood  at  the  base  of  San  Bruno  Mountain  in  Daly  City.  Because  of  their  unique 
location,  these  homes  enjoy  views  of  Candlestick  Point  and  Bayview  Park  open  space  areas. 
The  magnitude  of  the  project  could  result  in  an  increase  in  the  intensity  of  night  lighting,  glare 
from  increased  impervious  surfaces,  car  windshields  and  building  facades  during  the  day.  The 
Final  SEIR  should  address  the  impact  of  light  and  glare  on  these  Bayshore  hillside 
neighborhoods  and  discuss  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  these  impacts. 

As  mentioned  above,  hundreds  of  Daly  City  residents  enjoy  views  of  Candlestick  Point  and 
Bayview  Park  open  space  areas.  Therefore,  the  Final  SEIR  should  analyze  the  proposed 
project's  visual  impact  on  these  views.  The  SEIR  should  provide  photo-simulations  of  the 
buildings  for  the  Executive  Park  Development  as  seen  from  various  vantage  points  in  the 
Bayshore  neighborhood,  in  particular  in  residential  neighborhoods  along  the  northern  slopes  of 
San  Bruno  Mountain  below  (north  of)  the  San  Bruno  Mountain  Habitat  Conservation  Plan 
Boundary,  between  Geneva  Avenue  and  Guadalupe  Canyon  Parkway.  (Carlos  de  Melo, 
Associate  Planner,  City  of  Daly  City) 

Response 

The  significance  of  visual  impacts  are  usually  evaluated  with  respect  to  public  views,  which 
are  scenic  views  from  existing  parks,  plazas,  major  roadway  or  other  public  areas,  and 
gateway  and  panoramic  views  from  areas  generally  available  to  the  public.  Views  from 
private  property,  such  as  residences,  are  not  generally  considered  public  views  since  they  are 
not  available  to  the  general  public.  As  a  point  of  discussion,  however,  Daly  City  residences  at 
the  foot  of  San  Bruno  Mountain  are  at  some  distance,  from  the  project  site.  In  the  context  of 
the  whole  viewshed  from  those  residences  across  to  the  Executive  Park/3Com  Park  area  and 
the  East  Bay,  the  proposed  buildings  at  Executive  Park  would  be  marginally  visible.  At  the 
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distance  between  the  residences  and  the  project  site,  night  lighting  from  the  proposed  buildings 
and/or  parking  lots  would  appear  to  blend  with  other  existing  night  lighting  and  glare  of  the 
City.  Night  lighting  from  3Com  Park  would  be  the  dominant  light  source  during  games  at 
3Com  Park. 


Comment 

The  discussion  of  visual  resources  (page  1 15)  mentions  that  the  hotel  would  be  visible  from 
Candlestick  Point  SRA,  but  does  not  assess  the  impact  or  suggest  mitigation.  (Ronald  P. 
Schafer,  District  Superintendent,  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation,  Bay  Area  District) 

Response 

Visual  impacts  of  the  hotel  on  the  Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation  Area  were  fully  analyzed 
in  the  1985  FSEIR.  The  discussion  in  Chapter  V,  Environmental  Effects  Not  Requiring 
Additional  Analysis  in  this  SEIR,  summarizes  that  analysis,  as  explained  on  p.  114.  Although 
no  significant  impacts  were  identified,  measures  were  developed  to  address  non-significant 
visual  quality  impacts  (pp.  139-140).  Specific  measures  that  would  potentially  address  the 
impacts  of  the  hotel  on  the  Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation  Area  include  stepping  structures 
into  the  hillside  and  landscaping  the  hill,  streets,  and  embankment  of  US  101. 

Shadow 
Comment 

The  SEIR  states  (pages  120-121)  that  the  hotel  would  add  shadow  to  a  portion  of  Candlestick 
Point  State  Recreation  Area,  but  dismisses  the  impact  because  "this  park  is  a  state  park  and  is 
not  subject  to  the  provisions  of  Proposition  K. "  The  discussion  concludes,  without  any 
justification,  that  the  "portion  of  the  park  that  would  be  shaded  is  used  for  bike  trails,  a  bird 
overlook,  and  picnic  areas;  use  and  enjoyment  of  these  areas  would  not  be  substantially 
affected  by  the  project."  (Ronald  P.  Schafer,  District  Superintendent,  Department  of  Parks 
and  Recreation,  Bay  Area  District) 

Response 

The  1985  FSEIR  (pp.  306-311)  extensively  analyzed  shadow  impacts  on  the  Candlestick  Point 
State  Recreation  Area,  and  the  discussion  of  hotel  shadowing  on  Candlestick  Point  State 
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Recreation  Area  on  pp.  120-121  of  the  SEIR  is  a  brief  summary  of  that  analysis.  Assuming 
the  hotel  structure  would  be  similar  in  height  and  bulk  to  that  discussed  in  the  1985  FSEIR 
based  on  Planning  Code  controls  for  the  site,  the  maximum  shadow  impact  of  the  hotel  would 
occur  at  5:50  p.m.  PST,  one  hour  before  sunset,  in  April  (and  at  6:55  p.m.  PDT,  one  hour 
before  sunset,  in  August).  The  other  hours  in  the  year  where  there  would  be  any  shadow  on 
the  Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation  Area  would  be  one  and  two  hours  before  sunset  in  June, 
one  hour  before  sunset  in  March  (and  in  September),  and  one  hour  before  sunset  in  May  (and 
in  July).  The  statement  that  the  project  would  not  substantially  affect  the  use  and  enjoyment  of 
the  bike  trails,  bird  overlook,  and  picnic  areas  is  based  on  the  typical  low  usage  of  those  areas 
during  the  early  evening  hours  just  before  sunset. 


POPULATION/EMPLOYMENT/HOUSING 


Comments 

Pages  116-118:  Population 

The  gross  imbalance  between  the  demand  for  housing  units  created  by  the  project  (1,840  units) 
and  the  small  number  of  units  proposed  on-site  (550  units)  could  have  significant  secondary 
environmental  impacts,  including  traffic  and  air  pollution  impacts  associated  with  the  need  for 
long  commutes  to  jobs  at  the  project.  This  imbalance  should  be  deemed  a  significant 
environmental  impact  requiring  mitigation.  (Steven  L.  Vettel,  Esq.,  Gladstone  &  VettelLLP, 
representing  The  Yerby  Company) 

These  matters  have  resulted  in  evolving  policy  analysis  of  jobs/housing  balance,  with  which 
this  project  is  not  consistent.  Please  provide  information  on  current  OAHPP  requirements 
which  have  been  extended  to  cover  hotels.  (Sue  C.  Hestor,  Esq.,  representing  HERE  Local  2) 

Incidentally,  there  is  no  indication  that  thus  far  the  Project  Sponsor  has  taken  aggressive 
measures  to  hire  locally  to  fill  its  janitorial  or  security  jobs  or  even  that  it  has  worked  to 
ensure  that  building  tenants  post  job  openings  at  local  job  agencies.  Although  a  1991 
Memorandum  of  Understanding  between  the  Project  Sponsor  and  the  Citizens  Advisory  Group 
has  led  to  some  neighborhood  hiring  in  construction,  the  two  local  jobs  agencies  report  that  no 
permanent  job  opportunities  at  Executive  Park  have  ever  been  made  available  to  San  Francisco 
residents  and  community  members  through  their  agencies... 

This  DSEIR  does  not  address  the  current  rental  market  situation  in  San  Francisco  and  its  effect 
on  low-income  employees.  Please  refer  to  Planning  Department  files,  notably  for  the  Omni 
hotel,  for  a  discussion  of  the  impact  of  the  hotel  workforce  on  housing. 
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Using  methodology  utilized  by  the  Office  of  Affordable  Housing  Production  Program 
(OAHPP),  Executive  Park  creates  a  demand  for  1,840  new  housing  units,  over  three  times  the 
amount  being  provided.  Demand  would  be  less  if  a  greater  than  usual  percentage  of  new 
employees  are  already  employed  and  living  locally.  Again  the  question  is  what  measures  will 
be  taken  to  employ  a  San  Francisco  workforce? 

Since  hotel  workers  are  mostly  low-income  workers,  the  hotel  jobs  create  a  demand  for  mostly 
below-market  housing.  How  will  this  demand  be  met?  (Faith  Raider,  Researcher,  Hotel 
Employees  &  Restaurant  Employees  Union  Local  2) 

They  [owners  of  SFEP]  have  misled  this  neighborhood  with  promises  of  being  a  good 
neighbor  and  that  their  project,  which  just  seems  to  go  on  and  on  but  never  has  anything 
substantial  materialize,  will  be  so  wonderful  that  it  can  only  help  this  area  improve. 

They  refer  to  all  the  jobs  being  created  but  cannot  come  up  with  the  name  of  a  single  resident 
of  this  area  who  works  there.  The  MOU  that  they  agreed  to,  clearly  states  that  they  would 
"make  every  effort  to  hire  local  residents  not  only  for  their  own  company  but  to  have  their 
tenants  also  hire  locally.  This  obviously  has  not  been  done  in  clear  violation  of  our  agreement 
between  the  owners  of  SFEP  and  the  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  which  is  made  up  of 
known  neighborhood  leaders  from  Bayview,  VisValley  and  Little  Hollywood.  (Don  Bertone, 
President,  Little  Hollywood  Association) 

Young  Community  Developers  is  a  primary  youth  training  organization  in  Bayview  and 
currently  we  have  an  agreement  with  Tuntex  to  facilitate  the  placement  of  construction 
workers  on  this  particular  project. 

Our  concern  is  that,  as  we  move  forward  with  this  particular  project,  there  is  no  discussion 
whatsoever  as  pertains  to  the  permanent  jobs  that  are  associated  with  this  particular  project. 
Currently,  there  are  over  1,100  jobs  that  are  currently  —  that  are  employees  with  the  Executive 
Park  right  now.  With  the  development  of  this  particular  project,  that  will  create  probably 
somewhere  in  the  neighborhood  of  5,200  additional  permanent  jobs. 

I  bring  the  issue  to  jobs  as  it  pertains  to  environmental  impact  only  because  if  we  talk  about 
environmental  impact,  if  we're  going  to  truly  assess  the  impact  that  this  will  have  on  this 
community,  we  need  to  think  about  the  fact  that  if  these  jobs  are  given  first  priority  to  people 
who  do  not  live  in  this  particular  community,  you  are  talking  about  the  increase  of  traffic 
which  Mr.  House  talked  about,  you're  talking  about  the  increase  of  a  dense-populated  area 
being  congested  on  a  regular  basis,  things  of  that  nature. 

So  what  we're  asking  is  that,  in  some  respects,  that  there  would  be  some  promises  that  Tuntex 
has  made  in  1985  and  19[9]2  that  pertains  to  jobs  and  things  of  that  nature,  we're  trying  to 
make  sure  that  there  is  some  level  of  inclusion  for  community  residents  so  that  if  they  have  an 
opportunity  to  be  included  or  get  first  crack  at  those  particular  jobs,  then  we  will  be  able  to 
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reduce  traffic  by  allowing  the  residents  of  that  community  to  carpool,  to  walk  to  work,  things 
of  that  nature.  (Dwayne  Jones,  Executive  Director,  Young  Community  Developers) 

I  am  also  concerned  about  the  permanent  jobs  that  might  be  available  after  the  various 
developments  go  and  whether  or  not  they  are  going  to  include  people  for  Visitacion  Valley  as 
an  MOU  that  was  made  prior  with  both  the  communities,  actually  three  communities,  Little 
Hollywood,  Visitacion  Valley,  and  Bayview.  I  wanted  to  make  sure  that  it's  enforced  in  its 
entirety  and  that  the  community  receives  good  faith  from  the  developers.  So  basically,  that's 
it.  (Julie  Kavanaugh,  Visitacion  Valley  Community  Center) 

Essentially,  what  was  proposed  is  a  suburban  office  park  with  5,000  parking  spaces,  creating 
huge  traffic  impacts  and  creating  an  unmet  demand  for  about  1,200  dwelling  units.  Yet  the 
SEIR  doesn't  propose  any  meaningful  mitigation  for... the  housing  shortage.  (Steve  Vettel, 
Gladstone  &  Vettel  LLP,  representing  The  Yerby  Company) 

[I]t  offers  no  solution  to  our  housing  issues,  it  contributes  to  the  imbalance  that  we're 
struggling  here  with  in  the  City.  (Commissioner  Mills) 

I  think  the  303  (f)  requirements  were  designed  to  try  to  deal  with  the  jobs/housing  balance,  so 
I  think  not  only  with  regard  to  the  hotel  which  ought  to  be  more  thoroughly  dealt  with  in  terms 
of  the  303  (f)  requirements,  but  also  the  project  in  general  in  terms  of  the  jobs/housing  balance 
really  needs  to  be  examined  more  closely,  as  well  as  the  question  of  who  are  going  to  be  the 
employees  in  this  particular  facility? 

The  more  local  residents  that  can  be  employed  in  the  facility,  the  better  off  we  are.  People 
who  are  already  housed,  people  who  are  already  in  search  of  work,  and  so  forth  that  don't 
have  to  travel  large  distances  to  get  there  which  this  project  seems  to  be  almost  totally 
dependent  on  people  coming  in  single-occupancy  automobiles  which  makes  just  terrible  sense 
in  contemporary  times.  (Commissioner  Antenore) 

Response 

Population,  employment,  and  project-related  housing  demand  are  socio-economic  issues  that 
CEQA  does  not  require  an  EIR  to  analyze.  Instead,  the  physical  effects  and  significance  of 
these  issues  are  examined  under  other  environmental  topics  such  as  transportation,  air  quality, 
and  noise. 

The  trip  generation  data  in  transportation  and  air  quality  impacts  conservatively  assume  that 
few  or  no  employees  live  in  adjacent  or  nearby  housing.  Therefore,  the  physical  impacts  of 
any  jobs/housing  imbalance  are  covered  within  the  SEIR  analysis.  See  pp.  49-51  for  a 
discussion  of  the  assumptions  for  project  travel  demand. 
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With  regard  to  local  hiring,  the  conditions  of  approval  for  the  previous  project  required  that 
the  Project  Sponsor  make  a  good  faith  effort  at  providing  local  area  residents  with  construction 
and  permanent  employment,  that  the  Project  Sponsor  notify  the  City's  Employment  and 
Training  System  of  job  opportunities,  and  that  the  Project  Sponsor  regularly  meet  with  the  San 
Francisco  Executive  Park  Advisory  Committee.  Assuming  that  a  program  promoting  more 
aggressive  local  hiring  were  implemented,  a  relatively  small  decrease  in  traffic  impacts  may 
occur.  While  traffic  and  air  quality  impacts  might  be  reduced  compared  to  those  disclosed  in 
this  SEIR,  it  is  not  likely  such  a  program  would  eliminate  significant  transportation  and  air 
quality  impacts. 


GEOLOGY 
Comment 

This  plan  for  development  —  or  extension  of  the  development  that  has  already  gone  forward, 
will  certainly  cause  a  weakening  of  the  hill  itself.  We  have  already  had  one  landslide  and  it's 
quite  possible  that  we  will  have  another  if  we  get  a  serious  rainfall  season,  a  heavy  rainfall 
season.  That  landslide  not  only  puts  the  property  owners  who  are  immediately  adjacent  [to] 
the  hill  in  danger,  but  there  are  also  lots  of  problems  which  have  never  been  taken  care  of,  no 
one  seems  to  have  taken  any  interest  in  them,  and  as  a  consequence,  people  that  live  at 
Bayview  Hill  are  in  jeopardy...  (Ralph  House,  President,  Bay  view  Hill  Neighborhood 
Association) 

Response 

Geology  and  seismicity  impacts  of  the  project  were  analyzed  in  the  1985  SEIR,  which 
identified  the  presence  of  several  landslides  on  the  south  side  of  Bayview  Hill,  within  the 
project  site.  Other  landslides  have  occurred  offsite  on  the  north  side  of  the  hill  in  the 
residential  neighborhood  near  Jamestown  Avenue.  Water  draining  from  the  project  site  would 
drain  downslope,  away  from  the  north  side  of  the  hill  and  would  not  be  expected  to  affect 
slope  stability  on  the  north  side.  In  addition,  mitigation  measures  to  improve  project  site 
drainage  on  the  south  side  of  the  hill  (SEIR  pp.  141-142)  would  reduce  the  potential  for  soil 
saturation  and  any  resulting  landslides  on  the  project  site.  Therefore,  it  is  not  likely  that  the 
project  would  cause  a  weakening  of  the  hill  and  increase  the  risk  of  landslides. 
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HAZARDS 


Comment 

Little  Hollywood  has  worked  with  Clean  Water  Action  to  have  SFEP  build  a  complex  to  clean 
and  treat  the  toxic  water  on  their  property  that  was  the  SP  Railroad  yard.  This  toxic  water 
was  migrating  into  our  neighborhood.  They  operated  this  for  awhile  and  then  stopped  citing 
that  the  expense  didn't  justify  what  was  being  accomplished.  (Don  Bertone,  President,  Little 
Hollywood  Association) 

Response 

The  comment  refers  to  property  in  Brisbane  Baylands  owned  by  an  affiliate  of  the  project 
sponsor.  This  site  is  located  in  the  City  of  Brisbane  and  is  separated  from  Executive  Park  by 
US  101.  Issues  of  contaminated  groundwater  on  this  property  are  independent  of  the 
environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  at  Executive  Park.  The  SEIR  does  not  identify 
any  hazards  issues  related  to  the  proposed  project.  However,  a  mitigation  measure  to  develop 
an  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  is  identified  to  ensure  building  occupant  safety 
(p.  144). 


ALTERNATIVES 


Comment 

S-21  —  Alternatives:  Residents  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  "no"  project  alternative  is  superior 
to  reduced  development  because  it  would  not  add  more  contamination  to  air  quality  nor  make 
pollutants  to  the  bay  and  action  could  still  be  taken  to  reduce  freeway  traffic  noise. 
(Ralph  D.  House,  President,  Bayview  Hill  Neighborhood  Association) 

Response 

The  comment  supporting  the  No  Project  Alternative  is  the  opinion  of  the  commentor  and  does 
not  address  the  adequacy  of  the  SEIR.  The  comment  will  be  included  in  the  materials  that  will 
be  reviewed  by  the  decision-makers  during  the  approval  procedures  for  the  project. 
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CHILD  CARE 
Comment 

The  SEIR  must  include  more  information  on  the  childcare  services  provided  at  Executive  Park 
to  evaluate  whether  they  will  meet  the  childcare  demand  created  by  the  low-income  hotel 
workforce  or  whether  the  workforce  will  likely  place  greater  demand  on  city  services.  Will 
childcare  services  must  be  provided  at  low-cost  and  24-hours  a  day?  Also,  given  the  difficulty 
that  employees  will  have  getting  to  work  by  transit,  is  it  realistic  to  expect  that  they  will  want 
to  bring  children  with  them  on  the  bus?  {Faith  Raider,  Researcher,  Hotel  Employees  & 
Restaurant  Employees  Union  Local  2) 

Response 

Child  care  is  a  socio-economic  issue  that  is  not  required  by  CEQA  to  be  analyzed  in  an  EIR. 
The  project  would  be  subject  to  applicable  City  Planning  Code  requirements  for  child  care 
facilities.  As  described  on  p.  8,  the  project  includes  plans  for  a  10,000-gross-square-foot  child 
care  facility  in  OB4  that  would  be  open  to  the  public.  The  operations  of  the  facility  and  its 
relevance  to  meeting  the  demand  of  the  workforce  are  outside  the  scope  of  analysis  of  this 
SEIR. 


CEQA  PROCEDURAL  ISSUES 


Comments 

The  Visitacion  Valley  Planning  Alliance,  which  LHA  is  part  of,  is  now  requesting  that  a 
moratorium  be  placed  on  all  development  until  a  Master  Plan  can  be  created  to  address  all  the 
cumulative  impacts  that  these  projects  are  having  on  our  part  of  town. 

We  are  recommending  that  this  Commission  place  a  moratorium  on  any  further  SFEP 
development  until  a  new  EIR,  not  a  supplement  to  one  that  is  almost  20  years  old,  can  be 
drafted  and  have  community  involvement  in  its  making.  (Don  Bertone,  President,  Little 
Hollywood  Association) 

We  intend  to  hold  a  number  of  community  meetings  in  order  to  get  total  input  from  the  three 
affected  neighborhoods  -  Bayview  Hunters  Point,  Visitacion  Valley  and  Little  Hollywood.  We 
ask  that  the  Supplemental  EIR  not  be  approved  until  such  meetings  take  place  and  until  the 
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views  of  these  communities  can  be  articulated  to  the  Planning  Department  Staff.  (Shirley 
Jones,  Executive  Park  Community  Advisory  Board) 

Response 

A  Supplemental  EIR  was  prepared  for  the  Executive  Park  Development  Plan  in  1999  rather 
than  a  "new"  EIR,  pursuant  to  State  CEQA  Guidelines  §15163,  because  only  minor  changes 
were  necessary  in  the  1985  FSEIR  to  make  it  apply  to  the  present  project  proposal  under 
current  circumstances.  As  stated  on  p.  3  in  the  SEIR  Introduction,  the  project  is  substantially 
the  same  as  the  project  approved  in  1985,  with  relatively  few  changes  proposed;  much  of  the 
SEIR  addresses  changes  in  transportation  and  air  quality  conditions  in  the  project  area  and  in 
the  region.  Chapter  V  in  the  SEIR  briefly  addresses  the  majority  of  environmental  issues, 
showing  that  no  new  information  or  changes  to  the  project  required  detailed  re-analysis 
compared  to  the  analysis  provided  in  the  1985  FSEIR.  Thus,  preparation  of  a  new  EIR  is  not 
necessary. 

Certification  of  the  SEIR  (the  term  used  for  "approval"  of  an  EIR  under  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act)  is  not  an  action  to  approve  the  Executive  Park  Development  Plan 
project  or  any  alternatives  to  the  project.  The  public  comment  period  on  the  Draft  SEIR 
officially  closed  on  September  14,  1999;  delaying  certification  of  the  SEIR  would  not  provide 
opportunity  for  additional  public  comment  on  that  document.  Public  concerns  about  the 
proposed  project  can  be  presented  to  the  Planning  Commission  at  the  public  hearing  on  the 
Conditional  Use  authorization,  expected  to  be  scheduled  in  early  December  1999,  following 
certification  of  the  SEIR.  Concerns  about  planning  for  the  Visitation  Valley  and  Little 
Hollywood  neighborhoods,  across  the  freeway  from  the  project  site,  should  be  discussed  with 
Planning  Department  staff;  because  the  project  site  is  included  in  the  South  Bayshore  Area 
Plan,  preparation  of  an  area  plan  for  the  nearby  neighborhoods  would  not  directly  affect 
consideration  of  the  Executive  Park  Development  Plan  and  its  conformity  with  San  Francisco 
General  Plan  objectives  and  policies. 
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Comment 

San  Mateo  County  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  and  C/CAG  were  not  included  on  the 
list  of  Draft  SEIR  reviewers.  They  should  have  the  opportunity  to  comment  as  well.  Daly 
City  requests  a  written  response  from  San  Francisco  that  San  Mateo  County  DPW  and  C/CAG 
accepts  the  Final  SEIR.  (Carlos  de  Melo,  Associate  Planner,  City  of  Daly  City) 

Response 

Notice  of  the  availability  of  the  Draft  SEIR  was  provided  in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation 
and  by  mail  to  owners  and  tenants  of  contiguous  property,  as  required  by  CEQA  and  the  State 
CEQA  Guidelines  (section  15087).  The  Notice  of  Availability  of  the  Executive  Park 
Development  Plan  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Report  was  sent  specifically  to 
the  San  Mateo  County  Planning  and  Building  Division;  San  Mateo  County  Environmental 
Services  Agency;  San  Mateo  County  Transportation  System  Coordinator;  and  San  Mateo  City 
and  County  Association  of  Governments.  None  has  submitted  comments  on  the  SEIR. 

Comment 

Furthermore,  Daly  City  will  require  mitigation  of  any  significant  impacts  at  City  intersections 
as  a  result  of  the  project  traffic  generated  from  the  Executive  Park  development.  (Carlos  de 
Melo,  Associate  Planner,  City  of  Daly  City) 

Response 

The  Executive  Park  site  is  located  primarily  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  with  a 
few  acres  of  the  66-acre  site  located  in  the  City  of  Brisbane.  As  noted  in  Section  21004  of 
CEQA,  a  public  agency  may  exercise  only  those  powers  provided  by  law  in  mitigating 
significant  environmental  effects  of  a  project.  The  SEIR  does  not  identify  any  significant 
traffic-related  impacts  at  intersections  located  in  Daly  City,  as  explained  above  in  responses  to 
comments  under  Transportation,  Methodology.  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  has 
approval  authority  over  the  project  and  will  enforce  the  necessary  mitigation  required  for  the 
project. 
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Comment 

2.  Since  the  combined  Asian  population  in  the  Southeast  sector  is  said  to  exceed  that  of  our 
Chinatown,  information  on  such  major  projects  should  be  translated  in  order  to  inform  and 
get  input  from  these  residents.  Incidentally,  Visitacion  Valley  has  about  55  %  Asians  who 
are  predominately  English-handicapped.  Muni  has  not  provided  appropriate  surveys  to 
these  language  diverse  residents  who  constitute  at  least  half  of  the  vassensers  in  our  local 
buses.  *Public  information  such  as  this  should  be  advertised  in  the  mass  media  as  well. . . 

5.  All  developments  should  be  inclusive  of  representatives  from  major  groups.  Brief  and 
concise  multilingual  information  sheets  should  be  available  to  residents  for  comments.  It's 
unfair  to  expect  some  so-called  "community  leaders"  to  disseminate  this  important 
information.  Because  most  of  the  residents  have  absolutely  no  information  at  this  time. 
(Marlene  Tran,  Visitacion  Valley  Asians  Alliance) 

Response 

The  City  attempts  to  notify  people  and  provide  as  much  information  about  projects  as  is 
possible  and  practical,  taking  into  account  the  volume  of  material  and  complexity  of  a  matter. 
CEQA  does  not  require  that  notices  or  information  in  languages  other  than  English  be 
provided. 


OBJECTIONS  TO  PLAN 


Comments 

The  membership  of  the  Bayview  Merchants  Association,  consisting  of  over  100  merchants  and 
businesses  in  the  Bayview  Hunters  Point  community  would  like  to  state  its  objections  to  the 
above  referenced  development  plan. 

This  project  is  taking  place  in  the  residential  neighborhood  of  Bayview  Hunters  Point  and  will 
have  major  impacts  on  our  community.  To  better  understand  these  impacts,  and  determine  if 
we  can  support  the  changes  to  this  project,  we  have  on  numerous  occasions  requested  that  the 
developers  attend  a  meeting  hosted  by  the  Bayview  Merchants  Association  and  present  their 
plans  to  the  community  it  is  impacting,  but  they  have  not  responded  to  any  of  our  requests. 

The  Bayview  Merchants  Association  has  been  an  active  and  responsible  participant  in  the 
community  since  1925  and  would  like  to  welcome  those  new  developments  that  will  show 
positive  impacts  and  improvements  to  the  community,  as  well  as  maintain  open 
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communication  with  the  community  it  serves.  (Melvin  Washington,  President,  Bay  view 
Merchants  Association,  Inc.) 

Response 

The  comment  is  an  opinion  of  the  commentor  and  does  not  address  the  adequacy  of  the  SEIR. 
The  comment  opposing  the  project  will  be  in  the  materials  to  be  reviewed  by  the  appropriate 
decision-makers  and  will  be  considered  during  the  approval  procedures  for  the  project. 
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D.   STAFF-INITIATED  TEXT  CHANGES 


This  section  presents  the  staff-initiated  text  changes  that  have  been  made  to  the  SEIR.  Non- 
substantive typographical  errors  have  been  corrected.  Other  clarifications  or  revisions  are 
noted  as  follows: 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


The  following  revision  has  been  made  in  the  first  sentence  of  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  8, 
to  clarify  that  the  62,500  sq.  ft.  is  comprised  of  retail,  commercial,  restaurant,  day  care  and 
health  club  space,  as  is  enumerated  in  more  detail  later  in  the  paragraph: 


Phase  1  would  include  about  540,000  gsf  of  office  space,  about  62,500  gsf  of  retail, 
commercial,  and  restaurant  other  commercial  space  in  two  buildings  (OB4  and  OB5),  a 
parking  structure  for  about  1,550  cars,  and  about  263  residential  units  with  about  488 
parking  spaces. 

TRANSPORTATION 

In  Table  5,  on  p.  56,  the  number  shown  for  the  Harney /Executive  Park  East  Intersection  in  the 
first  column,  Delay,  under  Baseline  +  Project,  shown  in  Existing  Configuration,  Original 
Executive  Park  West  Extension,  and  Revised  Executive  Park  West  Extension,  has  been 
changed  from  5.7  to  5.8.  This  correction  has  been  done  to  accurately  reflect  the  results  in  the 
project's  Transportation  Study.  The  revised  table  is  shown  on  the  following  page. 

NOISE 

On  p.  101,  the  next-to-last  sentence  under  Noise  Sensitive  Uses  has  been  revised  in  the 
following  way: 

A  portion  of  Candlestick  Point  State  Park  Recreation  Area  is  located  directly 
across  Harney  Way  from  the  Executive  Park  site,  along  the  Bay  shore. 
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The  third  complete  sentence  on  p.  106  has  been  revised  to  state: 

Baseline  conditions  show  a  peak  p.m.  hourly  Leq  of  approximately  55  dBA  at 
the  condominiums  and  in  Candlestick  Point  state  park  areas,  and  a  peak  p.m. 
hourly      of  approximately  68  dBA  at  the  Blanken  Avenue  residence. 

VARIANT 

A  variant,  the  Residential  Variant,  is  being  considered  by  the  project  sponsor  in  response  to 
comments  received  on  the  DSEIR  related  to  jobs/housing  balance.  The  variant  would  include 
an  additional  258  residential  units  and  eliminate  the  hotel  from  the  proposal.  The  variant 
would  not  result  in  any  new  significant  environmental  effects  not  already  discussed  in  the 
Draft  SEIR.  A  description  and  discussion  of  this  variant  has  been  added  at  various  locations 
in  the  SEIR  as  follows. 

The  following  paragraph  has  been  added  to  the  "Project  Description"  subsection  after  the  last 
paragraph  on  p.  S.3  in  Chapter  I,  Summary: 

To  address  the  issue  of  housing  needs  in  San  Francisco,  the  Residential  Variant 
would  substitute  258  additional  housing  units  for  the  350-room  hotel  that  is  part 
of  the  proposed  project,  for  a  total  of  521  new  residential  units.  An  additional 
387  parking  spaces  would  be  provided  for  a  total  supply  of  875  residential 
spaces. 

The  following  sentence  has  been  added  to  the  "Land  Use,  Zoning  and  Plans"  subsection  at  the 
end  of  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  S.5  in  Chapter  I,  Summary: 

The  substitution  of  residential  units  for  a  hotel  would  not  change  the  overall 
intensity  of  land  use  at  Executive  Park  from  that  of  the  proposed  project. 

The  following  sentence  has  been  added  to  the  "Freeways  and  Ramps"  subsection  at  the  end  of 
the  first  partial  paragraph  at  the  top  of  p.  S.7  in  Chapter  I,  Summary: 
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Freeways  and  on-ramps  under  the  Residential  Variant  would  operate  at  the  same 
levels  of  service  as  under  the  proposed  project. 

The  following  paragraph  has  been  added  to  the  "Intersections"  subsection  after  the  first  full 
paragraph  on  p.  S. 8  in  Chapter  I,  Summary: 

Residential  Variant.  Intersection  levels  of  service  for  all  three  roadway  configurations 
under  the  Residential  Variant  would  be  the  same  as  those  under  the  proposed  project 
with  minor  differences  in  the  average  delay  per  vehicle,  and  would  not  cause 
significant  project-specific  traffic  impacts,  similar  to  the  proposed  project. 

The  following  sentence  has  been  added  to  the  "Transit  Impacts"  subsection  at  the  end  of  the 
first  paragraph  on  p.  S.10  in  Chapter  I,  Summary: 


The  Residential  Variant  would  result  in  15  more  transit  trips  than  the  proposed  project, 
but  could  be  accommodated  within  the  6-  to  7-minute  frequency  of  shuttle  round-trips 
proposed  for  the  project. 

The  following  subsection  has  been  added  to  the  "Parking  Impacts"  subsection  after  the 
"Parking  Variant"  subsection  on  p.  S.ll  in  Chapter  I,  Summary: 


Residential  Variant 

The  Residential  Variant  would  improve  somewhat  the  non-residential  parking 
shortfall  of  the  proposed  project  by  decreasing  non-residential  parking  demand, 
but  would  still  result  in  the  same  significant  secondary  parking  impacts  on  Little 
Hollywood  as  the  proposed  project.  As  with  the  proposed  project,  the  proposed 
supply  of  4,735  total  non-residential  plus  residential  spaces  under  this  variant 
would  exceed  Planning  Code  parking  requirements. 

The  following  sentence  has  been  added  at  the  end  of  the  first  paragraph  under  the  "Loading 
Impacts"  subheading  on  p.  S.12  in  Chapter  I,  Summary: 


The  Residential  Variant  would  result  in  a  shortfall  of  five  loading  spaces  with 
the  elimination  of  the  hotel,  or  one  more  than  the  proposed  project,  but  would 
continue  to  meet  Planning  Code  loading  space  requirements. 
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The  following  sentence  has  been  added  at  the  end  of  the  "Cumulative  Traffic  Impacts" 
subsection,  at  the  end  of  the  second  full  paragraph  on  p.  S.14  in  Chapter  I,  Summary: 

The  Residential  Variant's  percent  contribution  to  2015  cumulative  traffic 
volumes  would  differ  from  about  1  %  to  3%  and  as  with  the  project,  would 
contribute  considerably  to  significant  cumulative  traffic  impacts. 

The  following  subsection  has  been  added  at  the  end  of  the  "Air  Quality"  subsection  on  p.  S.15 
in  Chapter  I,  Summary: 

Residential  Variant 

Although  the  Residential  Variant  would  result  in  about  500  fewer  daily  vehicle 
trips  than  under  the  proposed  project,  air  quality  impacts  under  the  Residential 
Variant  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  project. 

The  following  sentence  has  been  added  to  the  "Noise"  subsection  at  the  end  of  the  first 
paragraph  on  p.  S.16  in  Chapter  I,  Summary: 

The  Residential  Variant  would  result  in  similar  noise  impacts  as  the  proposed 
project. 

The  following  sentence  has  been  added  at  the  end  of  the  paragraph  under  the  "Utilities  and 
Public  Services"  subsection  on  p.  S.16  in  Chapter  I,  Summary: 

The  Residential  Variant  may  potentially  increase  the  impermeable  surface  area 
and  the  consequential  volume  of  stormwater  runoff,  but  would  not  measurably 
affect  the  operation  of  the  Bay  side  sewer  system,  as  with  the  proposed  project. 

The  following  has  been  added  after  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  10  in  Chapter  III,  Project 
Description: 

RESIDENTIAL  VARIANT 

To  address  the  issue  of  housing  needs  in  San  Francisco,  the  Residential  Variant 
would  substitute  258  additional  housing  units  for  the  350-room  hotel  that  is  part 
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of  the  proposed  project.  The  hotel  would  be  eliminated  from  the  proposed  project,  and 
258  residential  units  would  be  added  to  the  project  site,  for  a  total  of  521  (263  Phase  1 
and  2  +  258  Residential  Variant)  new  residential  units.  Given  that  the  number  of  new 
residential  units  would  approximately  double,  it  is  assumed  that  the  total  new 
residential  square  footage  also  would  approximately  double  compared  to  the  proposed 
project.  Including  the  287  units  under  construction,  there  would  be  a  total  of  808 
residential  units  at  Executive  Park  under  this  variant. 

It  is  assumed  that  the  additional  258  residential  units  would  be  accommodated  in 
additional  floors  and  structures  somewhere  on  the  project  site  east  of  Thomas 
Mellon  Drive  and  not  necessarily  at  the  vacated  hotel  site.  An  additional  387 
parking  spaces  for  the  258  units  would  be  provided  under  this  variant  for  a  total 
supply  of  875  (488  Phase  1  and  2  plus  387  Residential  Variant)  residential 
spaces.  The  additional  dwelling  units  and  associated  parking  would  be 
constructed  as  part  of  Phase  2,  as  assumed  for  the  hotel  in  the  proposed  project. 
All  other  elements  of  Phase  1  and  Phase  2  of  the  proposed  project  would  be 
retained  under  this  variant.  It  is  assumed  that  no  office  space  or  parking 
proposed  under  the  project  would  be  displaced  by  the  new  residential  units.  As 
with  the  Reduced  Development  Alternative,  the  Residential  Variant  would  not 
fulfill  the  project  sponsor's  objective  to  provide  hotel/meeting  support  facilities, 
but  would  better  meet  the  objective  of  building  residences  near  sources  of 
employment. 

A  new  subhead  "Proposed  Project"  has  been  added  on  p.  26,  under  "Land  Use  Changes" and 
the  following  new  text  has  been  added  after  the  first  paragraph  on  p.  27  in  Chapter  IV.  A, 
Land  Use,  Plans,  and  Zoning: 


RESIDENTIAL  VARIANT 

For  the  Residential  Variant,  the  overall  number  of  structures  on  the  project  site 
may  be  more  than  the  number  under  the  project,  depending  on  how  many  would 
accommodate  258  more  residential  units.  However,  the  substitution  of 
residential  units  for  a  hotel  would  not  change  the  overall  intensity  of  land  use  at 
Executive  Park  from  that  of  the  proposed  project. 

The  following  has  been  added  after  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  51  in  Chapter  IV. B, 
Transportation: 


Residential  Variant  Travel  Demand 
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Trip  generation  for  the  Residential  Variant  would  be  similar  to  that  of  the 
project,  but  the  new  residential  units  would  generate  fewer  PM  peak  outbound 
trips  and  more  PM  peak  inbound  trips  than  the  project. 

A  new  subhead,  "Proposed  Project,"  has  been  added  below  the  "Freeways  and  Ramps" 
subhead  on  p.  53,  and  the  following  new  text  has  been  added  after  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  53 
in  Chapter  IV. B,  Transportation: 

Residential  Variant 


Table  4A  presents  a  comparison  of  the  results  of  the  freeway  mainline  and  on- 
ramp  analysis  for  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour.  As  shown  in  Table  4A,  freeways 
and  on-ramps  under  this  variant  would  operate  at  the  same  levels  of  service  as 
under  the  proposed  project. 


TABLE  4A  (New) 
FREEWAY  MAINLINE  AND  RAMP  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE 
FOR  RESIDENTIAL  VARIANT 
Weekday  PM  Peak  Hour 

Baseline  +  Project     Baseline  + Variant 

Freeway  Segments1 

U.S.  101  Northbound,  south  of  1-280                     0.72/D  0.72/D 

U.S.  101  Southbound,  north  of  1-380                      0.86/E  0.86/E 
On-Ramps2 

U.S.  101  Northbound  from  Harney  Way                   22/C  22/C 

U.S.  101  Southbound  from  Alana/Beatty                   21/C  21/C 


Notes: 

1 .  Volume  to  capacity  ratio/Level  of  Service.  Freeway  mainline  operating  conditions  are  defined  by 
the  volume  to  capacity  ratio  (v/c),  based  on  the  1985  Highway  Capacity  Manual,  1994  Update, 
methodology.  V/c  ratios  between  0.00  and  0.283  represent  LOS  A  conditions;  0.284  to  0.452 
represent  LOS  B;  0.453  to  0.673  represent  LOS  C;  0.674  to  0.849  represent  LOS  D;  0.85  to  0.99 
represent  LOS  E;  and  v/c  ratios  greater  than  1.00  represent  LOS  F  conditions. 

2.  Density /Level  of  Service.  Ramp-freeway  junction  operating  conditions  are  defined  by  the  vehicle 
density  (in  passenger  cars  per  hour  per  lane  or  pcphpl),  based  on  the  1985  Highway  Capacity 
Manual,  1994  Update,  methodology.  The  average  maximum  density  for  LOS  A  is  less  than  10 
pcphpl,  LOS  B  is  between  1 1  and  20  pcphpl,  LOS  C  is  between  21  and  28  pcphpl,  LOS  D  is 
between  29  and  35  pcphpl,  and  LOS  E/F  is  greater  than  35  pcphpl. 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  October  1999. 
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A  new  subhead,  "Proposed  Project"  has  been  added  under  the  subhead  "Intersections"  on 
p.  54,  and  the  following  new  text  has  been  added  after  the  first  partial  paragraph  on  p.  59  in 
Chapter  IV. B,  Transportation: 

Residential  Variant 

Table  5A  presents  the  results  of  the  intersection  operations  analysis  for  the 
weekday  PM  peak  hour  for  the  Existing  Roadway  configuration,  the  Original 
Executive  Park  West  Extension,  and  the  Revised  Executive  Park  West 
Extension.  As  shown  in  Table  5 A,  with  the  exception  of  the  Alana/Executive 
Park  West  intersection,  the  intersection  levels  of  service  for  all  three  roadway 
configurations  under  the  Residential  Variant  would  be  the  same  as  those  under 
the  proposed  project  with  minor  differences  in  the  average  delay  per  vehicle. 
The  only  difference  in  LOS  operating  conditions  would  occur  at  the 
Alana/Executive  Park  West  intersection,  which  would  change  from  LOS  B  to 
LOS  D,  if  the  Original  Executive  Park  West  Extension  option  were 
implemented.  However,  since  all  intersections  would  operate  at  LOS  D  or 
better,  this  variant  would  not  cause  project- specific  traffic  impacts,  similar  to 
the  proposed  project. 

A  new  subhead,  "Proposed  Project."  has  been  added  under  the  subhead  "Transit  Impacts"  on 
p.  62,  and  the  following  new  text  has  been  added  after  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  63  in 
Chapter  IV.B,  Transportation: 

Residential  Variant 

The  Residential  Variant  would  result  in  15  more  transit  trips  than  the  proposed 
project  during  the  weekday  PM  peak  hour,  14  of  which  would  be  inbound  to 
Executive  Park.  These  trips  could  be  accommodated  within  the  6-  to  7-minute 
frequency  of  shuttle  round-trips  proposed  for  the  project. 

The  following  has  been  added  after  the  first  partial  paragraph  on  p.  65  in  Chapter  IV.B, 
Transportation: 


Residential  Variant 

Because  the  current  Conditional  Use  Authorization  permits  up  to  3,235  parking 
spaces  for  non-residential  uses,  it  is  assumed  for  the  purposes  of  this  analysis 
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that  all  3,235  spaces  would  be  retained  even  though  the  hotel  would  be 
eliminated  under  this  variant.  Non-residential  parking  demand  under  this 
variant  would  be  4,756  spaces,  a  decrease  of  350  spaces  from  the  proposed 
project.  The  parking  shortfall  would  therefore  be  reduced  from  1,871  spaces 
under  the  proposed  project  to  1,521  spaces,  improving  the  parking  deficit 
somewhat;  however,  the  shortfall  would  remain  large  enough  that  drivers  could 
still  seek  alternative  parking  facilities  in  Little  Hollywood.  Therefore,  the 
Residential  Variant  would  have  the  same  significant  secondary  impacts  in  Little 
Hollywood  as  would  the  proposed  project. 

The  number  of  residential  parking  spaces  provided  under  this  variant  would  be 
1,500  spaces,  or  480  spaces  more  than  under  the  proposed  project,  in  order  to 
accommodate  the  258  additional  housing  units.  Residential  parking  demand 
would  increase  from  825  spaces  under  the  proposed  project  to  1,212  spaces 
under  this  variant.  Thus,  no  shortfall  for  residential  parking  would  occur  under 
this  variant. 

The  Planning  Code  parking  requirement  for  all  uses  under  the  Residential 
Variant  would  be  a  total  of  4,049  spaces,  an  increase  of  235  spaces  from  the 
proposed  project.  The  proposed  supply  of  4,735  total  non-residential  plus 
residential  spaces  under  this  variant  would  exceed  Code  requirements,  as  would 
the  proposed  project. 

A  new  subhead,  "Proposed  Project."  has  been  added  under  "Loading  Issues"  on  p.  67  and 
the  following  new  text  has  been  added  after  the  first  partial  paragraph  on  p.  68  in  Chapter 
IV. B,  Transportation: 


Residential  Variant 

The  Residential  Variant  would  reduce  the  average  hour  loading  demand  for  the 
non-residential  component  of  the  proposed  project  from  17  spaces  to  16  spaces 
with  elimination  of  the  hotel.  The  loading  space  supply  would  decrease  from 
13  spaces  to  1 1  spaces.  Thus,  this  variant  would  have  a  shortfall  of  5  spaces, 
or  one  more  than  the  proposed  project.  The  Planning  Code  loading  space 
requirement  would  be  reduced  from  12  to  10  spaces.  Since  the  proposed 
project  would  supply  1 1  spaces,  the  Residential  Variant  would  continue  to  meet 
Code  requirements. 


1999.442E  EIP  10215-00 

 C&R.104  

EXECUTIVE  PARK  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN  SETR  DECEMBER  2 .  1999 


D.  Staff-Initiated  Text  Changes 


The  following  has  been  added  after  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  78  in  Chapter  IV. B, 
Transportation: 

Residential  Variant  Contribution  to  Cumulative  Traffic  Volumes 

Tables  6A,  6B,  and  6C  compare  the  proposed  project's  and  the  Residential 
Variant's  respective  contributions  to  2015  cumulative  traffic  volumes  at  the 
study  freeway  mainline,  ramps,  and  local  intersections  under  each  of  the  three 
Executive  Park  Boulevard  roadway  configurations.  The  differences  between  the 
project's  and  the  variant's  percent  contribution  to  the  2015  cumulative  volumes 
are  minor,  ranging  on  the  order  of  1  %  to  3% .  Similar  to  the  proposed  project, 
the  Residential  Variant  would  contribute  considerably  to  significant  cumulative 
traffic  impacts. 

The  following  has  been  added  after  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  96  of  Chapter  IV. C,  Air  Quality: 
RESIDENTIAL  VARIANT 

The  addition  of  258  residential  units  and  the  elimination  of  the  350-room  hotel 
under  the  Residential  Variant  would  result  in  500  fewer  daily  vehicle  trips  than 
the  proposed  project  for  a  total  of  about  18,400  daily  vehicle  trips.  The 
additional  258  residential  units  would  cause  similar  regional  emissions  to  those 
of  the  removed  350-room  hotel,  with  no  net  increase  in  emissions  compared  to 
the  proposed  project.  This  is  because  residential  trips  tend  to  be  cold-starting 
and  therefore  contribute  more  daily  regional  emissions  than  trips  associated  with 
hotel  use.  Thus,  as  with  the  project,  regional  emissions  would  continue  to 
exceed  BAAQMD's  significance  thresholds  for  ROG,  NOx,  and  PM10,  but  they 
would  not  exceed  the  levels  identified  for  the  project.  Unavoidable  significant 
impacts  associated  with  regional  emissions  would  continue  with  this  variant. 
Less-than-significant  localized  air  quality  impacts  with  the  Residential  Variant 
would  also  be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  project.  As  with  the  project, 
congestion  at  two  intersections  (Bayshore/Blanken  and  Harney /Alana/Thomas 
Mellon)  would  cause  CO  concentrations  within  10%  of  the  8-hour  ambient  air 
quality  standard,  but  the  standard  would  not  be  exceeded  at  any  location.  Other 
air  quality  impacts  under  this  variant  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed 
project.  Construction-related  air  quality  impacts  would  be  similar  to  those 
under  the  project. 
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The  following  has  been  added  after  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  108  in  Chapter  IV. D,  Noise: 
RESIDENTIAL  VARIANT 

Noise  impacts  under  the  Residential  Variant  would  be  similar  to  those  under  the 
proposed  project.  Existing  residences  along  Blanken  Avenue  and  the  residences 
and  Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation  Area  along  Harney  Way  would  be 
exposed  to  increased  traffic  noise  associated  with  this  variant.  As  with  the 
project,  the  increased  traffic  would  not  be  more  than  double  the  traffic  under 
existing  conditions.  The  associated  noise  level  increases  would  be  similar  to  the 
project's  anticipated  2  dBA  increase,  not  a  substantial  increase.    As  with  the 
project,  the  proposed  new  residences  would  be  required  to  comply  with  Title  24 
for  noise  insulation.  Other  noise  impacts  related  to  construction  activities  and 
stationary  sources  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  project. 

A  new  subhead,  "Project  Effects,"  has  been  added  under  "IMPACTS"  on  p.  Ill,  and  the 
following  new  text  has  been  added  after  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  1 13  in  Chapter  IV. E,  Utilities 
and  Public  Services: 


RESIDENTIAL  VARIANT 

Depending  on  the  difference  between  the  hotel  footprint  and  the  footprint  of  the 
additional  residential  structures,  the  impermeable  surface  area  on  the  site  may 
be  increased  under  this  variant.  This  could  marginally  increase  the  amount  of 
stormwater  runoff  from  the  project  site,  but  similar  to  the  project,  would  not 
have  a  measurable  effect  on  the  operation  of  the  Bay  side  sewer  system. 

A  new  subhead,  "Proposed  Project,"  has  been  added  under  "VISUAL  QUALITY"  on  p. 
114,  and  the  following  new  text  has  been  added  before  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  1 16  in  Chapter 
V,  Environmental  Effects  Not  Requiring  Additional  Analysis  in  this  SEIR,  Visual  Quality: 


Residential  Variant 


Under  the  Residential  Variant,  elimination  of  the  hotel  component  would 
eliminate  it  from  views  from  U.S.  101,  Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation 
Area,  and  Little  Hollywood,  but  views  of  the  new  residential  structures  could 
replace  views  of  the  hotel,  depending  on  their  location.  The  heights  of  the 
additional  residential  buildings  would  likely  range  from  four  to  eight  stories  and 
would  be  subject  to  existing  height  restrictions,  similar  to  the  proposed  project. 
Thus,  views  from  U.S.  101  of  the  residential  buildings  and  the  hillside  behind 
the  buildings  would  be  similar  to  those  under  the  proposed  project. 
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A  new  subhead,  "Proposed  Project,"  has  been  added  under  "POPULATION"  on  p.  116, 
and  the  following  has  been  added  after  the  first  partial  paragraph  on  p.  118  in  Chapter  V, 
Environmental  Effects  Not  Requiring  Additional  Analysis  in  this  SEIR,  Population: 

Residential  Variant 

Under  this  variant,  there  would  be  about  5,120  total  employees,  or  about  230 
net  fewer  employees  than  the  5,350  employees  associated  with  the  proposed 
project.63  This  is  a  result  of  eliminating  the  hotel  and  adding  a  relatively  small 
number  of  workers  (e.g.,  groundskeepers,  apartment  managers)  associated  with 
the  substituted  residential  units.  This  decrease  in  number  of  employees  results 
in  a  slight  decrease  in  housing  demand  from  that  of  the  proposed  project,  from 
1,840  new  dwelling  units  to  about  1,760  dwelling  units. 6b  This  difference  of 
about  80  units  is  equivalent  to  a  4.3%  reduction  in  demand  for  housing  under 
the  Residential  Variant,  as  compared  to  the  proposed  project.  With  the  total 
808  residential  units  (287  units  currently  under  construction  plus  263  units 
proposed  as  part  of  the  project  plus  258  additional  units  under  the  Residential 
Variant)  planned  for  the  site,  the  housing  demand  in  the  Residential  Variant 
would  be  about  218%  of  the  proposed  supply,  reduced  from  335%  under  the 
proposed  project. 

The  following  new  endnotes,  6a  and  6b,  are  added  to  p.  127: 

6a.      5,352  total  project  employees  minus  259  hotel  employees  plus  25 

residential  employees  (total  residential  square  footage  of  178,500  sq.  ft. 
divided  by  14,000  sq.  ft.). 

6b.     5,118  employees  multiplied  by  the  fraction  of  San  Francisco  employees 
who  would  live  in  the  City  (55%),  then  divided  by  the  average  number 
of  San  Francisco  workers  in  households  where  San  Francisco  workers 
would  reside  (1.6).  (5,118  x  0.55  divided  by  1.6  =  1,759) 

A  new  subhead,  "Proposed  Project,"  has  been  added  under  "SHADOWS"  on  p.  120,  and 
the  following  new  text  has  been  added  after  the  first  partial  paragraph  on  p.  121  in  Chapter  V, 
Environmental  Effects  Not  Requiring  Additional  Analysis  in  this  SEIR,  Shadows: 


Residential  Variant 

Elimination  of  the  hotel  under  the  Residential  Variant  would  eliminate  the  less- 
than-significant  shading  impacts  on  Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation  Area  by 
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the  hotel,  but  new  structures  associated  with  the  additional  residential  units  may 
create  similar  new  shadow  on  the  State  Recreation  Area  or  could  add  shadow  to 
San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Department  property  to  the  east  of  the 
Executive  Park  site.  Any  new  shadow  on  Recreation  and  Park  Department 
property  would  be  similar  to  that  analyzed  for  and  discussed  in  the  1992 
Addendum.  As  explained  there,  the  new  shadow  from  residential  structures  at 
the  east  end  of  the  project  site  would  fall  on  the  Jamestown  Avenue  roadway 
right-of-way,  a  paved  area  of  3Com  Park  used  as  a  driveway  and  parking  area, 
and  on  a  steep,  inaccessible  portion  of  Bayview  Park  that  is  between  the  project 
site  and  Jamestown  Avenue  (see  Figure  5,  p.  23  for  the  location  of  Bayview 
Park).  The  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  and  the  Planning  Commission 
found  that  this  shadow  would  not  create  significant  impacts.  The  location  of 
new  buildings  for  the  Residential  Variant  is  not  known  but  they  would  not  be 
closer  to  the  project  site  eastern  boundary  than  the  buildings  now  under 
construction.  Therefore,  it  is  not  expected  that  they  would  create  substantially 
greater  shadows,  or  that  any  new  shadows  would  fall  on  more  useable  open 
space  locations. 
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APPENDIX  A 


A.    MITIGATION  MEASURES  FROM  PREVIOUS 
ENVIRONMENTAL  ANALYSES  AND  THEIR 
DISPOSITION  IN  EARLIER  APPROVAL  ACTIONS 


Most  of  the  mitigation  measures  previously  identified  in  the  1985  Final  SEIR  and  the  1976 
Final  SEIR  or  required  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  as  conditions  for  development  of  the 
Executive  Park  site  (Resolutions  No.  7547  and  9089)  remain  applicable  to  the  current  project. 

Some  of  the  measures  have  already  been  implemented  during  development  of  Office 
Building  1  (OBI),  OB2  and  OB3;  those  measures  are  included  in  the  Project  Description  and 
the  description  of  setting  conditions.  Relevant  measures  from  previous  environmental  review 
documents  and  project  actions  are  included  in  Chapter  VI,  Mitigation  Measures.  All 
mitigation  measures  from  previous  environmental  review  documents  are  discussed  below.  The 
status  of  the  measure  is  included  in  bold  typeface  after  each  measure.  Specifically,  mitigation 
measures  listed  in  this  chapter  include: 

•  Measures  identified  in  the  1985  San  Francisco  Executive  Park  Development  Plan 
Amendment  Final  SEIR; 

•  Measures  identified  in  the  1976  San  Francisco  Executive  Park  Final  EIR;  and 

•  Measures  required  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  during  the  approval  process  for  the 
1978  Yerby  Development  Plan  and  for  approval  of  design  changes  in  1980  and  1981 
(Resolution  Nos.  7547  and  9089).  These  measures  are  summarized  and  incorporated  by 
reference. 

A.  LAND  USE  AND  ZONING 

1985  SEIR  MEASURES 

•  In  accordance  with  the  objectives  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the 
Comprehensive  Plan,  approximately  26  acres  of  the  project  area  would  remain  in  open 
space  on  the  upper  slopes  of  Bayview  Hill  to  provide  continuous  open  space  with  Bayview 
Park.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  see  measure  1  in 
Chapter  VI.) 
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•  Hillside  trails  would  be  provided  as  part  of  the  project.  Picnic  and  scenic  view  areas 
would  be  provided  at  various  locations  along  the  trails.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Planning  Commission.  This  measure  is  proposed  for  modification,  as  discussed  in 
Chapter  DDL,  Project  Description  (p.  12)  and  under  Biology  in  Chapter  V  (pp.  123- 
124),  because  it  would  attract  more  people  and  pets  to  an  area  adjacent  to  Bay  view 
Hill  Park,  one  of  the  City's  designated  significant  natural  areas  containing  several 
special  status  species.) 

•  Landscaping  and  trails  would  be  installed  east  of  Executive  Park  Boulevard  East  to 
provide  a  public  connection  between  Bayview  Hill  Park  and  Candlestick  Point  State 
Recreation  Area.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission.  This  measure  is 
now  proposed  for  modification,  as  discussed  in  the  Project  Description  (p.  12)  and 
under  Biology  in  Chapter  V  (pp.  123-124),  because  it  would  attract  people  to  an  area 
where  significant  special  status  species  could  be  impacted.) 

1976  FEER  MEASURES 

•  The  sponsor  would  build  a  permanent  hiking  trail  which  would  link  the  public  open 
spaces  in  the  Executive  Park  development  with  Bayview  Park,  and  would  be  open  for 
public  use  during  daylight  hours.  This  measure  would  be  implemented  when  the  hillside 
portions  of  the  site  are  developed.  (Required  by  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No. 
9089) 

B.  URBAN  DESIGN  AND  VISUAL  QUALITY 
1985  SEIR  MEASURES 

•  Proposed  structures  would  be  stepped  back  into  the  hillside  to  reduce  their  bulk  and 
maximize  views  of  the  upper  slopes  of  Bayview  Hill.  This  would  partially  mitigate  the 
visual  scale  and  massing  of  the  project.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning 
Commission;  see  measure  24  in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  Proposed  landscaping,  erosion  control  and  hydroseeding  measures  would  repair  the 
damaged  slopes  of  Bayview  Hill  and  help  return  the  Hill  to  a  more  natural  condition. 
(Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  see  measure  25  in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  Streets  and  the  embankment  of  US  101  would  be  landscaped.  (Adopted  by  San 
Francisco  Planning  Commission,  see  measure  26  in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  Structures  in  the  western  part  of  the  site,  near  US  101,  would  be  lower  in  height  than 
structures  on  other  portions  of  the  site.  Lower  heights  in  this  area  would  preserve  view 
corridors  to  Bayview  Hill  and  the  Bay.  This  stepped  configuration  would  also  provide 
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more  of  a  transition  in  scale  from  the  Little  Hollywood  area  to  the  shoreline  than  would 
the  230  ft.  tall  structures  approved  under  the  1978  Yerby  Development  Plan.  See  also 
Section  I,  Ecology,  for  hillside  landscape  measures  which  would  mitigate  visual  impacts. 
(Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  see  measure  27  in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  The  project  sponsor  could  place  vined  trellises  on  the  tops  of  project  structures  and  plant 
broadleaf  trees  in  and  around  surface  parking  lots  to  mitigate  impacts  on  views  of  the 
project  from  Bayview  Hill.  (San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  rejected  this 
measure  because  it  would  not  reduce  an  identified  significant  environmental  impact.) 

•  The  project  sponsor  could  plant  trees  in  sufficient  density  so  that,  when  mature,  they 
would  obscure  the  existing  benches  in  the  hillside.  (San  Francisco  Planning  Commission 
rejected  this  mitigation  measure  because  it  would  not  reduce  an  identified  significant 
environmental  impact.) 

1976  FEIR  MEASURES 

•  To  mitigate  the  effects  of  the  marine  environment  in  corroding  the  exteriors  of  buildings, 
select  outdoor  materials  for  their  ability  to  withstand  airborne  salt  and  chemicals. 
(Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  see  measure  28  in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  Design  buildings  to  control  water  runoff  over  their  surfaces,  particularly  where  corrosive 
contaminants  caused  by  salt  water  in  the  air  could  collect.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Planning  Commission,  see  measure  29  in  Chapter  VI.) 

C.  SHADOWS 

None  required. 

D.  WIND 

1985  FEIR  MEASURES 

•  Some  of  the  mitigation  measures  identified  for  visual  impacts  (see  Section  B,  above) 
would  also  mitigate  wind  impacts;  these  include  vined  trellises  on  the  tops  of  project 
structures  and  trees  planted  in  and  around  surface  parking  lots.  (San  Francisco  Planning 
Commission  rejected  this  mitigation  measure  as  it  does  not  reduce  a  significant 
environmental  impact.) 
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1976  FEIR  MEASURES 

•  Provide  landscaped  windbreaks  with  berms,  trees,  and  other  vegetation  along  pathways, 
plazas,  and  waiting  areas.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  see 
measure  30  in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  Locate  building  entrances  on  the  leeward  sides  of  buildings  and  install  double  or  revolving 
doors  to  minimize  wind  penetration.  The  architect  has  designed  buildings  so  that  the 
main  entrances  and  pedestrian  spines  are  oriented  to  provide  maximum  sunlight  for 
pedestrian  comfort  under  wind  conditions.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning 
Commission,  see  measure  31  in  Chapter  VI.) 

E.  TRANSPORTATION 

1984  SEIR  MEASURES 

•  The  sponsor  would  provide  the  recommended  off-street  loading  and  service  space 
contained  in  Exhibit  A  of  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  9286  [17  spaces  for  the 
overall  development] .  That  resolution  requires  more  off-street  loading  than  the  existing 
City  Planning  Code.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  see  measure  2 
in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  As  the  project  becomes  fully  occupied,  the  sponsor  would  work  with  SamTrans  to  provide 
service  for  on-site  bus  stops  by  SamTrans  mainline  express  routes.  The  sponsor  has 
discussed  required  employee  usage  with  SamTrans  and  would  continue  to  do  so.  In  July, 
1981,  the  sponsor  and  SamTrans  surveyed  the  tenants  of  OBI  to  determine  the  demand 
for  transit  service  to  the  site  (OBI  and  OB2  were  surveyed  in  October  1982).  (Adopted 
by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  see  measure  3  in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  The  development  plan  design  would  provide  sufficient  roadway  widths  and  turnaround  to 
accommodate  future  MUNI  expansion  to  serve  the  housing  complex  on  the  eastern  side  of 
the  project  area.  (Required  in  Commission  Motion  10461.  Measure  implemented  by 
residential  project  now  under  construction;  right-of-way  has  been  reserved.) 

•  The  project  sponsor  would  provide  shuttle  service  to  the  Executive  Park  site  from  the 
downtown  e.g.,  from  the  Transbay  Transit  Terminal)  and  from  the  Bayshore  Caltrain 
station,  as  required  by  the  demand  for  such  service  by  project  employees.  The  need  to 
continue  or  modify  shuttle  service  would  be  reviewed  annually  by  the  project  sponsor  in 
consultation  with  the  Department  of  City  Planning.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Planning  Commission.  Shuttle  to  Bayshore  Caltrain  station,  as  well  as  to  BART  and 
MUNI /Sam Trans  stops  has  already  been  implemented.  See  measure  4  in  Chapter 
VI,  for  the  portion  of  the  measure  not  yet  implemented.) 


1999.442E  Eff  10215-00 

  A.4   

EXECUTIVE  PARK  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN  SEIR  DECEMBER  2,  1999 


Appendix  A 


•  The  Planning  Commission  could  implement  a  procedure  that  would  make  building  permit 
approval  contingent  upon  performance  of  agreed-upon  mitigation  measures  (this  could 
include  attainment  of  previously  determined  goal  for  ridesharing,  transit  use  or  other  TSM 
components,  as  well  as  the  physical  construction  of  roadway  improvements)  and  the 
development  of  other  measures  found  necessary  at  that  time.  (Required  in  part  in 
Commission  Motion  10461  in  relation  to  roadway  improvements,  amended  in 
Commission  Motion  13304  to  require  that  roadway  improvements  be  constructed 
based  on  actual  field  measurements  of  traffic  conditions.  See  measure  5  in  Chapter 
VI.) 

•  To  achieve  the  "with  improvements"  Levels  of  Service  shown  [elsewhere  in  the  1985 
FSEIR],  construction  of  several  roadway  improvements  would  be  necessary.  (Required 
in  Commission  Motion  10461,  with  25%  contribution  for  Alana  Way  improvements 
west  of  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West  because  those  locations  are  under  the  City  of 
Brisbane  and/or  Caltrans  jurisdiction,  and  modified  in  Motion  13304  to  require  the 
improvements  based  on  field  measurements  of  traffic  conditions,  for  the  following 
street  widenings  and  related  actions: 

Widen  Alana  from  Executive  Park  West  to  Thomas  Mellon  -  4  lanes 
Widen  Alana  from  Executive  Park  West  to  Beatty  -  5  lanes 
Restripe  Alana  between  Executive  Park  West  and  Beatty  to  4  lanes 
Widen  Harney  from  Executive  Park  East  to  Thomas  Mellon  -  5  lanes 
Widen  Executive  Park  West  from  Alana  to  Blanken  -  4,  then  5  lanes 
Widen  Executive  Park  East  from  Harney  to  Ex.  Pk  North  -  4  lanes 
Widen  Beatty  southbound  on-ramp  to  U.S.  101  -  2  lanes 
Modify  intersection  of  Blanken  and  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West 

None  have  been  implemented,  because  unacceptable  levels  of  service  have  not  yet 
been  reached.  See  measure  6  in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  Signalization  should  be  provided  when  warranted  by  traffic  volume  increases  at  the 
intersections  of  Alana  Way  at  Executive  Park  Blvd.  West,  Alana  Way  at  Harney  Way, 
and  Alana  Way  at  Beatty  Ave. /Southbound  U.S.  101  ramps.  (Required  in  Commission 
Motion  10461  with  two  intersections  added  (shown  below  in  italics)  and  with  a  25% 
contribution  required  for  Alana  Way  at  Beatty  Avenue  and  Harney  Way  at 
Executive  Park  Boulevard  West  Extension  because  these  are  freeway  ramp  locations 
and  therefore  serve  regional  users,  as  further  modified  in  Motion  13304  to  require 
the  improvements  based  on  field  measurements  of  traffic  conditions. 

Alana  Way  at  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West 
Alana  Way  at  Harney  and  Thomas  Mellon  Drive 
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Alana  Way  at  Beatty  Ave.  west  of  U.S.  101 

Harney  Way  at  Executive  Park  Boulevard  East 

Harney  Way  at  Executive  Park  Boulevard  West  Extension 

None  implemented,  because  unacceptable  levels  of  service  have  not  yet  been  reached. 
See  measure  7  in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  To  reduce  the  impact  of  project  traffic  as  it  would  enter  U.S.  101,  Caltrans  could  install 
and  maintain  ramp-metering  signals  with  by-pass  lanes  for  high-occupancy  vehicles 
(carpools,  vanpools)  and  transit  vehicles.  (Required  in  Commission  Motion  10461,  as 
modified  to  require  contribution  of  a  25%  share.  None  yet  implemented,  as  traffic 
conditions  do  not  yet  require  consideration.  See  measure  8  in  Chapter  VI.) 

Beatty  at  Alana  southbound  ramp  metering  onto  US  101 
Harney  northbound  ramp  metering  onto  US  101 
Restripe  Harney  Way  northbound  ramps  to  US  101  to  4  lanes 
Widen  Harney  northbound  ramp  to  US  101  to  5  lanes  for  HOV 

•  To  help  reduce  the  impact  on  the  freeway,  the  City  Planning  Commission  could  impose 
conditions  which,  among  other  things,  could  limit  the  number  of  parking  spaces  provided 
for  single-occupant  drivers.  The  ultimate  goal  of  the  measure  would  be  to  have  the 
number  of  single-occupant  drivers  working  at  the  site  at  full  build-out  be  equal  to  no  more 
than  30%  of  the  workforce.  The  ability  to  limit  the  number  of  office  parking  spaces 
would  be  applied  to  each  development  phase  or  approval  of  each  building.  The  limitation 
would  be  more  lenient  with  the  earlier  phases  and  more  stringent  with  the  later  phases  as 
the  development's  total  transportation  mitigation  program  began  to  obtain  results.  Other 
features  of  the  condition  could  be  the  provisions  of  vanpools  and  carpools,  shuttle  service 
from  transit  and  other  transportation  transfer  points,  an  agreement  to  cooperate  with 
transportation  agencies  to  provide  either  direct  service  to  the  site  or  shuttle  connections, 
the  sale  of  transit  passes  of  tickets  on  the  site,  a  ridesharing  program,  and  a  framework 
through  which  the  City  would  monitor  the  transportation  mitigation  program.  (Required 
by  Commission  Motion  10461.  Shuttle  service  from  transit  transfer  points  to  office 
buildings  has  been  implemented.  The  number  of  parking  spaces  (based  on  TMP)  has 
been  limited  to  no  more  than  4,255  spaces,  as  modified  in  Commission  Motion  13304 
to  increase  residential  parking.  Some  carpool/vanpool  parking  spaces  have  been 
provided;  the  number  of  single-occupant  vehicle  spaces  and  the  number  of  spaces  for 
rideshare  commuters  is  to  be  determined  at  each  phase  (Condition  15(a) (iii)  of 
Motion  10461).  Limiting  the  number  of  parking  spaces,  as  called  for  in  this 
measure,  would  potentially  conflict  with  Measure  17  in  Chapter  VI,  to  reduce 
parking  overflow  impacts  on  the  Little  Hollywood  neighborhood.  The  project 
sponsor  proposes  to  eliminate  from  this  measure  the  goal  that  single-occupant  drivers 
be  no  more  than  30%  of  the  workforce.  See  measure  10  in  Chapter  VI,  which  lists 
the  other  features  of  this  measure.) 


1999.442E  EIP  10215-00 

  A.6   

EXECUTIVE  PARK  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN  SEIR  DECEMBER  2,  1999 


Appendix  A 


•  The  project  could  result  in  overflow  parking  in  the  adjacent  Little  Hollywood 
neighborhood.  This  impact  could  be  alleviated  by  the  institution  of  a  preferential  parking 
program  in  Little  Hollywood.  (Rejected  by  Planning  Commission  as  outside  its 
jurisdiction  to  impose  in  Motion  10461.  This  measure  is  also  superseded  by  measure 
17  in  Chapter  VI,  to  reduce  the  effect  on  Little  Hollywood  by  providing  valet  parking 
at  Executive  Park  or  by  providing  an  off-site  parking  facility  with  shuttle  service  to 
Executive  Park. ) 

•  The  sponsor  could  provide  lease-subsidized  transit  passes  for  project  employees. 
(Rejected  by  Planning  Commission  in  Motion  10461  because  transit  service  to  the 
project  site  was  not  adequate  to  induce  employees  to  shift  to  transit  with  subsidized 
transit  passes.  The  Commission  reserved  the  right  to  impose  such  a  measure  at  some 
future  time.  See  measure  15  in  Chapter  VI,  calling  for  subsidized  transit  passes  as 
part  of  a  Transportation  Management  Plan.) 

•  The  project  sponsor  could  establish  charges  (fees)  for  on-site  parking  with  a  differential 
rate  structure  for  ridesharing  to  encourage  car  and  vanpooling  and  transit  use.  Charges 
would  be  applied  to  low-occupancy  vehicles.  Revenues  from  parking  charges  could  be 
used  to  offset  costs  of  implementing  a  Transportation  Systems  Management  program. 
(Rejected  by  Planning  Commission  in  Motion  10461  because  it  could  result  in 
parking  in  Little  Hollywood;  the  Commission  reserved  the  right  to  impose  such  a 
measure  at  some  future  time.  See  measure  15  in  Chapter  VI,  calling  for  fees  for 
non-carpool  parking,  balanced  with  the  need  to  discourage  parking  in  Little 
Hollywood.) 

•  The  City  (MUNI)  could  provide  a  light-rail  line  on  or  near  Third  St.  to  serve  the  project 
and  other  anticipated  development  in  the  southeast  section  of  the  City.  (Rejected  in 
relation  to  the  project  in  Motion  10461.  The  Third  Street  Light  Rail  Project  has 
been  under  study  for  many  years;  an  EIS/EER.  was  recently  certified  by  the  Planning 
Commission  (March  1999)  and  the  extension  of  MUNI  Metro  to  the  Bayview  Hunters 
Point  neighborhood  via  Third  Street  is  scheduled  to  begin  construction  in  Fall  1999. 
Therefore,  this  measure  has  been  carried  out  by  the  City.) 

•  The  mass  transit  system  plan  and  the  incremental  improvement  plan  for  the  Peninsula 
Corridor  to  be  developed  under  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  No.  74  [enacted  on  June  4, 
1984]  could  be  implemented  to  mitigate  future  freeway  congestion.  (Rejected  by 
Planning  Commission  as  outside  its  jurisdiction  in  Motion  10461.  See  measure  18  in 
Chapter  VI.) 

•  SamTrans  could  provide  transit  service  to  bus  pads  at  the  Alana  Way  and  Harney  Way 
interchanges  that  could  be  installed  by  Caltrans.  (Rejected  by  Planning  Commission  as 
outside  its  jurisdiction  in  Motion  10461.  See  measure  19  in  Chapter  VI.) 
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•  To  discourage  use  of  Blanken  Ave.  in  Little  Hollywood  by  workers,  residents,  and 
visitors  of  the  project,  Executive  Park  Blvd.  North  could  be  rebuilt  as  a  pedestrian/transit 
street  (with  a  narrow,  two-lane  travel  way).  The  intersection  of  Blanken  Ave.  and 
Executive  Park  Blvd.  West  could  be  designed  as  two  offset  "Ts".  (Rejected  by  Planning 
Commission  in  Motion  10461.  This  measure  would  be  infeasible  because  it  would 
limit  access  to  project  buildings  and  parking  facilities  and  would  make  access  to  and 
egress  from  the  project  site  and  Little  Hollywood  difficult  or  impossible  before  and 
after  large  events  at  3Com  Park.) 

•  The  San  Mateo  County  Transit  District  (SamTrans)  could  amend  the  County  Transit  plan 
to  recommend  SamTrans  bus  connections  to  the  proposed  project.  (Rejected  by 
Planning  Commission  as  outside  its  jurisdiction  in  Motion  10461.  See  measure  20  in 
Chapter  VI.) 

•  The  City  could  implement  the  transportation  improvements  described  in  Section  V.E, 
Mitigation  of  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR.  (Rejected  by  Planning  Commission  insofar  as 
measures  were  rejected  by  the  Commission  and  Board  of  Supervisors  in  acting  on  the 
Downtown  Plan.) 

•  On  days  on  which  events  are  scheduled  at  Candlestick  Park  [now  3Com  Park],  the  San 
Francisco  Police  Department  could  close  two  of  the  three  (or  all  three)  access  points  to 
Executive  Park  (Executive  Park  Blvd.  East  and  Thomas  Mellon  Drive  at  Harney  Way) 
while  leaving  the  access  at  Executive  Park  Blvd.  West  and  Alana  Way  open.  (Rejected 
by  Planning  Commission,  replaced  by  an  extension  of  gated  residential  north  road 
(Crescent  Way)  to  connect  to  Executive  Park  Boulevard  North,  in  Motion  13304.) 

•  In  addition  to  parking  provided  for  development  already  built  or  approved,  the  project 
sponsor  could  provide  only  the  number  of  spaces  required  by  the  Planning  Code  for  the 
development  included  in  the  plan  amendment.  (Rejected  by  Planning  Commission,  as  a 
smaller  number  of  parking  spaces  was  permitted  in  Motion  10461.) 

•  The  project  sponsor  could  place  $150,000  in  escrow  for  five  years,  as  requested  by  Muni, 
toward  the  construction  of  a  restricted  at-grade  crossing  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad 
mainline,  to  be  used  by  the  rerouted  Muni  29-Sunset  line.  The  sponsor  would  consider 
depositing  $150,000  towards  Muni  capital  improvements  that  would  provide  Executive 
Park  with  a  direct,  non-transfer  route  to  Balboa  Park  BART  station  via  the  rerouted  29- 
Sunset  line,  under  specified  conditions  [see  1985  FSEIR  p.  174a].  (Contribution  of 
$172,500  in  1985  dollars  was  required  by  the  Planning  Commission  in  Motion  10461 
for  an  at-grade  rail  crossing  for  an  extended  Muni  Route  29.  Extension  of  MUNI 
route  29  is  no  longer  contemplated,  so  this  measure  is  no  longer  relevant. ) 
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•  The  sponsor  could  provide  funding  for  a  light-rail  line  extended  to  the  site  via  Third 
Street.  (Rejected  by  Planning  Commission  in  Motion  10461  as  an  inequitable  means 
to  mitigate  cumulative  impacts.  The  Third  Street  Light  Rail  Project  EIS/EIR  was 
certified  in  March,  1999.  That  project  will  extend  MUNI  Metro  south  along  Third 
Street  to  the  Bay  view  Hunters  Point  neighborhood,  although  not  as  far  as  the 
Executive  Park  site.  Measure  4,  in  Chapter  VI,  would  require  continued  provision 
of  a  shuttle  from  the  terminus  to  Executive  Park,  and  measure  16  would  provide  for 
construction  of  an  interchange  would  facilitate  a  future  transit  extension. ) 

1976  FEIR  MEASURES 

•  The  sponsor  would  employ  a  transportation  broker,  whose  responsibility  would  be  to 
work  with  building  tenants  and  employees,  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  RIDES  for 
Bay  Area  Commuters,  Muni,  SamTrans,  and  other  agencies  to  prepare  and  implement 
Transportation  System  Management  (TSM)  programs  for  the  entire  Executive  Park  site, 
which  would  include,  but  not  be  limited  to:  designation  of  preferential  parking  spaces  for 
carpools  and  vanpools  (3  or  more  occupants  per  vehicle).  These  spaces  shall  be  those 
closest  to  building  entrances,  and  the  initial  number  of  preferential  parking  spaces  shall  be 
based  on  current  percentage  of  on-site  employees  who  rideshare,  as  demonstrated  by  an 
employee  survey.  There  would  be  on-site  sales  of  BART  tickets  and  Muni  passes,  with  a 
good-faith  effort  to  encourage  employer  subsidy  of  transit  passes  or  other  employer- 
provided  incentives  to  use  transit.  (Required  in  Commission  Resolutions  7547,  9089, 
and  Motion  10461.  Preferential  spaces  for  carpools  and  vanpools  and  a  shuttle  to 
transit  have  been  implemented,  as  noted  above.  See  measure  10  in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  Within  six  months  after  full  occupancy  of  each  building,  the  transportation  broker  shall 
submit  to  the  Department  of  City  Planning  a  preliminary  report  which  outlines  TSM 
program  activities  and  progress  to  date,  and  which  outlines  a  proposed  long-range  TSM 
plan  for  implementation  as  the  project  nears  completion.  Such  a  (long-range)  plan  shall 
include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  such  actions  as:  increasing  the  number  of  preferential 
parking  spaces  for  carpools  and  vanpools;  providing  direct  transit  service  into  the 
Executive  Park  site  by  Muni  and  SamTrans,  as  the  level  of  employee  population  warrants; 
instituting  shuttle  services  to  the  site  from  the  BART  station  and  the  Southern  Pacific 
(Caltrain)  depot,  as  employee  population  warrants;  instituting  flex-time  or  alternative 
work  schedules  by  various  tenants  to  minimize  peak-hour  traffic  congestion  related  to  the 
site.  Required  in  Commission  Resolutions  7547,  9089  and  Motion  10461.  The 
following  features  of  the  above  measure  have  been  implemented:  provision  of  a 
transportation  broker;  provision  of  a  shuttle  to  the  site  from  BART,  Caltrain  and 
MUNI/SamTrans  stops;  and  preferential  parking  spaces  for  carpools  and  vanpools. 
No  reports  of  TSM  program  activities  or  programs  have  been  received  by  the 
Planning  Department.  Some  TSM  measures  are  not  yet  timely  until  additional 
project  buildings  are  completed  and  occupied.  See  measure  11  in  Chapter  VI.) 


1999.442E  EIP  10215-00 

  A.9   

EXECUTIVE  PARK  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN  SEIR  DECEMBER  2.  1999 


Appendix  A 


F.  AIR  QUALITY 
1985  SEIR  MEASURES 

•  During  construction  phases,  the  construction  contractor  will  sprinkle  unpaved  construction 
areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per  day  to  reduce  dust  emissions.  The  project  sponsor 
would  require  the  construction  contractor  to  maintain  and  operate  construction  equipment 
so  as  to  minimize  exhaust,  dust,  and  other  pollutants,  by  such  means  as  a  prohibition  on 
idling  motors  when  equipment  is  not  in  use  or  when  trucks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and  to 
implement  specific  maintenance  programs  (to  reduce  emissions)  for  equipment.  (Adopted 
as  modified  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission.  See  measures  12  and  21  in 
Chapter  VI.) 

•  Mitigation  measures  identified  for  traffic  impacts  would  also  mitigate  air  quality  impacts. 
These  include  increasing  roadway  capacity  (where  feasible  and  cost  effective),  reducing 
vehicular  traffic  through  increased  ridesharing  (carpool,  vanpool,  and  transit),  and 
implementing  flexible  and/or  staggered  work  hours,  all  of  which  would  reduce  local  and 
regional  emissions  of  all  pollutants.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission; 
see  additional  transportation  mitigation  measures  2-11  and  15  -  20  in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  Some  of  the  mitigation  measures  identified  for  energy  impacts  would  also  mitigate  air 
quality  impacts.  Reducing  natural  gas  combustion  and  electricity  generation  would,  in 
turn,  reduce  local  and  regional  emissions  of  air  pollutants.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Planning  Commission;  see  measure  34  in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  The  project  sponsor  could  require  the  construction  contractor  to  cover  stockpiles  of  soil, 
sand,  and  other  such  material;  cover  trucks  hauling  debris,  soil,  sand,  or  other  such 
material;  and  sweep  streets  surrounding  demolition  and  construction  sites  at  least  once  per 
day  to  reduce  dust  emissions.  (San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  rejected  this 
mitigation  measure;  see  measure  21  in  Chapter  VI.) 

G.  NOISE 

1985  SEIR  MEASURES 

•  Expand  the  scope  of  the  hotel  and  housing  acoustical  analysis  beyond  that  required  for 
Community  Noise  Equivalent  Levels  (CNELs)  to  include  Single  Event  Noise  Exposure 
Levels  (SENELs),  and  implement  any  reasonably  feasible  additional  noise  insulation 
features  identified  to  further  mitigate  SENELs.  Note  that  it  might  not  be  possible  or 
practical  to  reduce  SENEL  impacts  at  the  project  site  to  less  than  50  dBA.  (San 
Francisco  Planning  Commission  rejected  this  mitigation  measure;  it  is  not  needed  to 
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mitigate  an  identified  significant  environmental  impact.) 

•  Design  the  residential  units  closest  to  Harney  Way  so  that  bedrooms  do  not  front  Harney 
Way,  to  reduce  impacts  of  noise  from  nighttime  noise  from  [Candlestick  Park  Stadium] 
3Com  Park  events.  (Rejected  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  in  Motion 
13304,  because  the  requirements  of  Title  24  would  accomplish  appropriate  sound 
insulation;  these  requirements  are  still  in  effect.) 

1976  FEIR  MEASURES 

•  Stationary  noise  sources  (rooftop  or  exterior  air  conditioning  units,  fans,  etc.)  within  the 
project  would  be  screened  or  enclosed  to  minimize  effects  on  nearby  project  area 
sidewalks,  the  Town  Center  and  the  Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation  Area.  (Adopted 
as  modified  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission.  This  measure  would  not  reduce 
identified  significant  environmental  impacts;  see  measure  32  in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  Open  space  areas  on  the  developed  portion  of  the  site  (plazas  and  terraces)  would  be 
screened  from  traffic-related  noise  by  dense  building  materials,  berms,  or  other  physical 
or  landscape  features  capable  of  deflecting  or  absorbing  sound.  (Adopted  as  modified  by 
San  Francisco  Planning  Commission.  See  measure  33  in  Chapter  VI.) 

H.  ENERGY 

1985  SEIR  MEASURES 

•  The  following  are  general  measures  which  would  be  incorporated  into  the  final  design  of 
each  proposed  structure. 

•  All  hot  water  heaters  would  be  located  as  close  as  possible  to  the  point(s)  of  use  and 
all  hot  water  pipes  would  be  insulated. 

•  Interior  and  exterior  lighting  of  offices  would  be  primarily  by  energy-efficient  light 
sources  such  as  fluorescent  fixtures. 

•  Multiple  trash  bins  would  be  installed  in  place  of  single  units  to  encourage  source 
separation  of  recyclable  material. 

•  Photocell-activated  switches  would  be  used  to  activate  all  exterior  lighting  and  all 
parking  area  lighting. 

(Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission;  see  measure  34  in  Chapter  VI.) 
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•  The  sponsor  could  be  required  to  prepare  a  detailed  report  for  the  City  Planning 
Department  (Energy  Group).  The  report  would  demonstrate  energy  conservation  measures 
that  would  be  included  in  the  project  and  those  measures  which,  because  of  design 
constraints  or  economic  considerations,  would  not  be  included.  (San  Francisco  Planning 
Commission  rejected  this  mitigation  measure  because  the  project  was  at  a  conceptual 
design  stage  at  the  time  Motion  10461  was  adopted,  precluding  preparation  of  a 
meaningful  report.  As  it  does  not  mitigate  a  potentially  significant  environmental 
impact,  it  is  not  proposed  for  reconsideration.) 

I.  GEOLOGY,  SEISMICITY  AND  HYDROLOGY 

1985  SEIR  MEASURES 

•  To  reduce  the  potential  for  damage  from  loosely  embedded  boulders,  such  boulders  would 
be  removed  from  the  face  of  the  final  excavated  slope.  This  would  reduce  the  effects  of 
potential  differential  weathering,  which  could  cause  potentially  unstable  boulders  to  roll 
downslope  as  a  result  of  undercutting  or  earthquake  groundshaking.  (Adopted  by  San 
Francisco  Planning  Commission,  see  measure  35  in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  Existing  fill  and  any  soft,  weak  or  expansive  materials  encountered  within  the  building 
sites  would  be  replaced  with  properly  compacted  fill.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Planning  Commission,  see  measure  36  in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  In  areas  to  be  filled,  the  surface  would  be  cleared  of  trash,  organic  material  and  debris. 
The  upper  two  to  three  inches  of  soil  would  be  stripped  to  remove  grass  and  other 
vegetation.  This  material  would  be  stockpiled  for  landscaping  uses  later.  (Adopted  by 
San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  see  measure  37  in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  If  seepage  is  encountered  in  fill  areas,  subdrains  would  be  installed  to  aid  in  draining  the 
areas  to  reduce  long-term  maintenance  problems,  as  was  done  for  OB.  (Adopted  by  San 
Francisco  Planning  Commission,  see  measure  38  in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  To  mitigate  potential  slope  instability  caused  by  seepage,  horizontal  drain  pipes 
(hydraugers)  or  gravel  subsurface  drains  would  be  installed  to  divert  groundwater  from 
the  surface  of  weak,  sheared  rocks,  as  required.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning 
Commission,  see  measure  39  in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  Any  future  slumps  or  slides  during  project  development  would  be  immediately  cleaned  up 
to  prevent  debris  from  blocking  surface  drainage  and  directing  runoff  off  benches  towards 
the  slope,  resulting  in  erosion.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  see 
measure  40  in  Chapter  VI.) 
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•  To  reduce  surface  erosion  and  improve  stability,  cut  slopes  would  be  planted  as  soon  as 
possible  after  excavation.  Predominantly  native  California  plants,  requiring  a  minimal 
amount  of  water,  would  be  used  to  reduce  the  potential  for  erosion  and  saturation  of  the 
hillside  slopes  (see  1985  SEIR  Appendix  G,  Ecology,  p.  A-37  for  a  list  of  plants  that 
would  adapt  well  to  the  hillside).  Hillside  planting  and  hydroseeding  of  slopes  would  be 
performed  soon  after  excavation  and  prior  to  the  November- April  rainy  season. 
(Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  see  measure  41  in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  To  reduce  erosion,  all  benches  (or  the  toe  of  each  slope)  would  be  sloped  to  drain  away 
from  the  slope  face  and  concrete,  asphalt-  or  gunite-lined  V-ditches  would  be  provided 
along  uphill  side  of  the  benches  to  collect  and  divert  surface  water  away  from  the  slopes. 
Runoff  from  individual  benches  would  be  directed  into  culverts  that  discharge  into  storm 
drains  or  suitable  discharge  points.  Landscaping  could  prevent  views  of  the  ditches. 
(Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  see  measure  42  in  Chapter  VI.) 

1976  FEIR  MEASURES 

•  The  final  design  of  the  grading  scheme  would  include  a  gradual  cut.  The  hillside  would 
be  excavated  to  no  steeper  than  1.5:1  slope  (horizontal ivertial),  with  benches  about  30-40 
ft.  apart  vertically  to  improve  overall  stability,  permit  equipment  access  for  maintenance 
and  facilitate  landscaping.  The  average  slope  of  the  project  would  be  2.25:1  as  compared 
to  the  average  of  2:1  specified  in  Resolution  No.  7547.  (Adopted  as  modified  by  San 
Francisco  Planning  Commission  [modified  text  in  italics],  see  measure  43  in  Chapter 
VI.) 

•  Planned  grading  would  remove  most  of  the  small  slumps;  all  debris  would  be  removed 
from  existing  slides  and  slumps;  and  surface  draining  and  seepages  would  be  redirected 
around  the  slides.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  see  measure  44 
in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  A  buffer  zone  would  be  maintained  between  the  toes  of  the  steeper  slopes  and  building 
sites  to  increase  slope  stability  and  protect  buildings  from  possible  damage  by  slides.  In 
other  areas,  retaining  walls  would  be  developed  to  protect  buildings  from  possible  damage 
by  slide.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  see  measure  45  in 
Chapter  VI.) 

•  The  project  sponsor  and  engineers  would  reach  an  agreement  with  the  City  for  periodic 
maintenance  inspection  of  the  mutual  boundaries,  installation  of  an  interceptor  drainage 
system  adjacent  to  Bayview  Park  and  continuous  maintenance  of  the  upper  slopes  of  the 
project  adjoining  the  park.  The  cost  to  the  City  would  be  determined  by  this  negotiation. 
(Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  see  measure  46  in  Chapter  VI.) 
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•  Detailed  foundation  investigations  and  engineering  analysis  would  be  conducted  for  each 
site  to  insure  use  of  proper  techniques  to  minimize  the  adverse  effects  of  consolidation  of 
foundation  material  such  as  uneven  settling  of  buildings,  and  to  provide  resistance  to 
seismic  stress.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  see  measure  47  in 
Chapter  VI.) 

J.  ECOLOGY 

1985  SEIR  MEASURES 

•  The  sponsor  would  develop  a  landscaping  program  with  the  project  architects,  to  be 
approved  by  City  Planning  Department  staff  as  part  of  the  review  of  each  building  permit 
application.  Where  appropriate,  developed  and  undeveloped  portions  of  the  site  would  be 
landscaped  with  native  plants  to  ensure  increased  potential  for  plant  survival  (also 
required  by  Resolution  No.  7547),  to  maximize  the  habitat  value  of  this  vegetation  for 
native  wildlife,  and  to  discourage  expansion  of  populations  of  urban-adapted  wildlife 
pests.  Botanical  markers  would  be  installed  along  the  hillside  trails  to  identify  native  plant 
species.  The  sponsor  has  planted  the  following  native  vegetation  on  the  upper  slopes  of 
the  project  area:  Monterey  pine,  ceanothus,  pinon  pine,  and  hollyleaf  cherry.  (Adopted 
by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  see  measure  49  in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  Group  plantings  of  shrubs  and  trees  would  be  located  at  intervals  on  the  upper  slopes, 
generally  above  the  120-ft.  contour,  to  provide  shelter  for  birds  and  small  terrestrial 
wildlife  (see  1985  SEIR  Appendix  G,  p.  A-37,  for  sponsor's  preliminary  landscaping 
plan).  Use  of  predominantly  native  species  would  also  reduce  the  need  for  fertilizer, 
pesticides,  and  excessive  watering,  all  of  which  could  affect  marine  life  exposed  to  site 
runoff.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  Motion  10431;  modified  in 
Motion  13304;  see  measure  50  in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  On  portions  of  the  site  generally  above  the  120  ft.  elevation,  to  the  extent  consistent  with 
the  erosion  and  drainage  control  plan  for  the  hillside,  landscaping  and  grading  would  be 
developed  so  as  to  encourage  surface  ponding  accessible  to  terrestrial  wildlife;  this  would 
replace  existing  surface  ponds  that  would  be  eliminated  by  project  development. 
(Adopted  as  modified  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  [modifications  shown 
in  italics],  see  measure  51  in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  To  mitigate  the  effects  of  poor  soil  fertility,  difficult  topography  and  poor  irrigation  on 
hillside  planting,  the  following  measures  would  be  included  in  the  project.  These 
measures  would  be  implemented  mostly  during  Phases  One  -  Four. 

•     Poor  soil  fertility  would  be  compensated  for  by  planting  species  (primarily  native 
California)  that  would  adapt  to  project  area  soil  conditions,  providing  an  adequately- 
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sized  planting  pit,  properly  enriching  existing  soil,  and  applying  fertilizers  on  a 
regular  basis.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  see  measure  52 
in  Chapter  VI.) 

•     Excavation  on  the  hillside  has  resulted  in  steep  slopes.  Old  exposed  slopes, 

particularly  those  over  1:1  or  greater,  would  be  planted  with  cascading  shrubs  along 
the  outside  of  the  benches  to  cover  the  exposed  slopes.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Planning  Commission,  see  measure  52  in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  The  landscaping  plan  would  consider  the  feasibility  and  compatibility  of  installing  an 
overhead  irrigation  system,  which  would  apply  fertilizer  and  water  to  the  hillside  on  a 
regular  basis.  If  installed,  the  irrigation  system  would  be  operated  to  minimize  erosion. 
(Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  see  measure  53  in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  The  hiking  trails  included  in  the  project  would  be  located  to  provide  access  to  Bayview 
Park  from  the  site  and  to  avoid  the  sensitive  habitat  near  the  northwestern  corner  of  the 
site  which  could  contain  host  plants  for  rare  and  endangered  butterfly  species.  (Adopted 
by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission.  This  measure  is  proposed  for  modification, 
as  discussed  in  Chapter  m,  Project  Description  (p.  12)  and  under  Biology  in  Chapter 
V  (pp.  123-124),  because  it  would  attract  more  people  and  pets  to  an  area  adjacent  to 
Bayview  Hill  Park,  one  of  the  City's  designated  significant  natural  areas  containing 
several  special  status  species.  The  Recreation  and  Park  Department  staff  no  longer 
support  this  trails  that  connect  with  Bayview  Hill  park,  in  order  to  avoid  impacts  to 
the  sensitive  habitat  area;  an  alternative  feature  has  been  included  in  the  project  to 
provide  for  hillside  revegetation  on  the  project  site  or  contribution  to  a  fund  to 
support  revegetation  by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department.) 

1976  FEIR  MEASURES 

•  All  future  phases  in  and  around  all  structures,  parking  lots,  entrances  and  roads,  and  cut 
and  fill  slopes  would  be  planted  with  trees,  shrubs,  vines,  groundcovers  and  grasses  and 
would  be  watered  with  irrigation  systems.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning 
Commission.  Proposed  to  be  modified  by  Project  Sponsor,  as  noted  in  the  measure 
immediately  above.) 

•  Plantings  of  trees  and  shrubs  would  be  added  adjacent  to  existing  highway  plantings  on 
the  western  boundary  of  the  site.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  see 
measure  55  in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  The  plants  for  steep-sloped  areas  would  be  selected  for  drought-resistance  to  minimize 
demand  for  irrigation.  Design  and  maintenance  plans  would  be  developed  to  insure,  as 
much  as  possible,  the  survival  of  plants  on  the  project  site.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Planning  Commission,  see  measure  56  in  Chapter  VI.) 
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•  The  open  space  areas  of  the  site  could  be  landscaped  solely  with  native  plants.  The 
sponsor  has  rejected  this  measure  because  the  non-native  plants  recommended  for  the 
developed  portions  of  the  site  are  in  common  use  in  the  project  vicinity,  are  suitable  for 
landscaping  purposes,  and  have  desirable  aesthetic  qualities.  (San  Francisco  Planning 
Commission  rejected  this  mitigation  measure  because  no  significant  impacts  on 
ecology  were  identified  and  non-native  plants  are  suitable  for  landscaping  purposes. 
This  measure  has  not  been  included  for  reconsideration.) 

•  The  landscaping  plan  could  include  plants  (as  available)  which  provide  habitat  for  the 
Mission  blue,  San  Bruno  elfin,  and  Callippe  Silverspot  butterflies.  The  landscaping  plan 
could  also  include  rare  and  endangered  plant  species  (coast  rock  cress  and  Diablo 
helianthella),  as  available,  that  are  extirpated  from  the  project  area.  (San  Francisco 
Planning  Commission  rejected  this  mitigation  measure  because  no  significant  impacts 
on  ecology  were  identified  in  the  FSEIR.  This  measure  has  not  been  included  for 
reconsideration.) 

•  The  connection  of  on-site  trails  to  Bayview  Park  could  be  coordinated  with  the  San 
Francisco  Park  and  Recreation  Department  to  avoid  access  from  the  project  site  to  the 
sensitive  habitat  area  near  the  northwestern  corner  of  the  site  which  could  contain  host 
plants  for  rare  and  endangered  butterfly  species.  (San  Francisco  Planning  Commission 
rejected  this  mitigation  measure.  The  Recreation  and  Park  Department  staff  no 
longer  support  this  trails  that  connect  with  Bayview  Hill  park,  in  order  to  avoid 
impacts  to  the  sensitive  habitat  area;  an  alternative  feature  has  been  included  in  the 
project  to  provide  for  hillside  revegetation  on  the  project  site  or  contribution  to  a 
fund  to  support  revegetation  by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department.  Therefore, 
this  measure  has  not  been  included  for  reconsideration.) 

MEASURES  REQUIRED  BY  RESOLUTION  NO.  7547 

•  Develop  a  landscaping  plan  for  the  site  which  shall  include  but  not  be  limited  to:  complete 
coverage  of  visible,  stepped  hillside  with  trees,  shrubs  and  ground  cover;  adequate 
landscaping  to  screen  surface  parking  areas  from  vantage  points  both  inside  and  outside 
the  project  area;  a  regular  schedule  for  maintaining  all  landscaped  areas;  and  legally 
binding  bond  or  other  security  guarantee  to  cover  the  cost  for  maintenance  of  landscaping. 
(Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  see  measure  48  in  Chapter  VI.) 

K.  HAZARDS 

1985  SEIR  MEASURE 

•  An  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  would  be  developed  by  the  project  sponsor 
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or  building  management  staff,  in  consultation  with  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Emergency 
Services  (OES),  to  insure  coordination  between  the  City's  emergency  planning  activities 
and  the  project's  plan  and  to  provide  for  building  occupants  in  the  event  of  an  emergency. 
The  proposed  emergency  response  plan  of  the  project  would  be  reviewed  by  the  OES; 
those  portions  of  the  plan  necessarily  a  part  of  building  design  would  be  implemented  by 
building  management  before  the  Department  of  Public  Works  issues  final  building 
permits.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission;  see  measure  58  in 
Chapter  VI.) 

L.  CULTURAL 

1985  SEIR  MEASURE 

•    Prior  to  issuance  of  a  site  permit,  the  project  sponsor  shall  retain  an  historical 

archaeologist  (or  other  qualified  expert)  to  perform  archival  research  and  site  inspection  to 
determine  the  potential  for  discovery  of  cultural  or  historic  artifacts  on  the  site.  This 
investigation  shall  include  the  known  shell  mound  site  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  area. 
Results  of  this  investigation,  and  a  plan  for  any  further  investigation  that  may  be 
appropriate,  shall  be  reported  to  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO). 

The  ERO,  in  consultation  with  the  Secretary  to  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory 
Board  and  the  archaeologist,  shall  determine  whether  the  archaeologist  should  instruct  all 
excavation  and  foundation  crews  on  the  project  site  of  the  potential  for  discovery  of 
cultural  or  historic  artifacts,  and  the  procedures  to  be  followed  if  such  artifacts  are 
uncovered. 

In  the  event  of  high  probability  of  discovery  of  cultural  or  historical  artifacts,  the  ERO 
may  require  that  an  archaeologist  be  present  during  site  excavation  and  record  a  daily  log 
of  observations.  The  ERO  may  also  require  cooperation  of  the  project  sponsor  in 
assisting  such  further  investigations  on  site  as  may  be  appropriate  prior  to  or  during 
project  excavation  even  if  this  results  in  a  delay  in  excavation  activities. 

Should  cultural  or  historic  artifacts  be  found  during  project  excavation,  the  archaeologist 
would  assess  the  significance  of  the  find,  and  immediately  report  to  the  ERO  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board. 

The  ERO  would  then  recommend  specific  mitigation  measures,  if  necessary,  in 
consultation  with  the  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation.  Excavation  or  construction 
which  might  damage  the  discovered  cultural  resources  would  be  suspended  for  a 
maximum  of  four  weeks  to  permit  inspection,  recommendation  and  retrieval,  if 
appropriate.  This  maximum  of  four  weeks  shall  include  any  other  time  periods  for  which 
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the  ERO  has  required  a  delay  in  excavation  activities.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Planning  Commission;  see  measure  13  in  Chapter  VI.) 

M.  UTILITIES  AND  PUBLIC  SERVICES 

1985  SEIR  MEASURES 

•  The  project  would  provide  internal  security  measures,  such  as  security  guards,  well- 
lighted  entries,  alarm  systems,  and  emergency  communication  systems,  emergency  power 
and  water  supply  for  office  uses  to  minimize  the  need  for  police  and  fire  services  and  to 
reduce  hazards  to  building  occupants  during  an  earthquake  or  fire.  See  also  the  mitigation 
measure  above  concerning  hazards.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission; 
see  measure  58  in  Chapter  VI.) 

•  The  project  design  would  incorporate  low-flow  faucet  and  toilet  fixtures  to  reduce  water 
consumption.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission;  see  measure  14  in 
Chapter  VI.) 
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